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I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 106 First Consulting Party Meeting

Section 6 
July 2, 2004

Tier 1: Memorandum of Agreement

• Stipulations re consultation in Tier 2
1. Separate undertakings 
2. Applicable requirements
3. Coordination of studies in adjacent sections
4. Consulting parties

Tier 1: Memorandum of Agreement

• Avoidance & Minimization
• Preservation & Enhancement
• Education & Interpretation
• Technical Support for Section 106 Activities

Section 106

National Historic Preservation Act (1966)
• Take into account the effects of the undertaking on eligible

or listed National Register properties

• Afford Advisory Council the opportunity to consult
(www.achp.gov)

Section 106 Review

4 Step Process:

1. Initiate the process

2. Identify historic properties

3. Assess effects of undertaking on historic properties

4. Resolve any adverse effects

Consultation-what is it?

• “The process of seeking, discussing, and 
considering the view of other participants, and 
where feasible, seeking agreement with them 
regarding matters arising in the section 106 
process”
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Step 2: Identify Historic Properties

• Identify historic properties

• “Reasonable and good faith effort”

• Background research

• Field work (GIS mapping & database)

• In-depth research / draft historic context

Step 2: Identify Historic Properties

• Evaluate Historic Properties

• Assess integrity 

• Apply National Register criteria

Assessing Integrity

• Location 

• Design 

• Setting 

• Materials 

• Workmanship 

• Feeling

• Association

Applying NR Criteria

• Association with events that have made a contribution to the 
broad patterns of history 

• Association with the lives of significant persons 

• Embodiment of the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, 
or method of construction, or that represent the work of a 
master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a 
significant or distinguishable entity whose components may 
lack individual distinction

• Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, important data

Step 2: Identify Historic Properties

If no historic properties in the APE, then 
consultation ends.

Eligibility Findings Submitted to SHPO

Step 3: Assess Effects

If there are historic properties, is there an effect on them 
…

“effect” means alteration to the characteristics of a historic 
property qualifying it for inclusion or eligibility for the 
National Register. 
[36 CFR 800.16(i)]

If no adverse effects, then consultation ends. (Findings of Effects 
Report is submitted to SHPO)
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Step 4: Resolve Adverse Effects

If there are adverse effects, then,

• Continue Consultation

• Develop a Memorandum of Agreement

• Section 106 Report Published

Section 106-Tier 2 Section #

Where are we in the process?

Step 1: Initiate the Process

Established that there is an undertaking …

Identified SHPO/THPO

Identifying Consulting Parties
§ Tier 1 list

§ Section consultants identifying additional

§ Informational tables at public meetings

Step 2: Identify Historic Properties

• Determined scope of identification efforts

Developed Area of Potential Effects

Seeking information from knowledgeable persons

Meeting today

Developed by FHWA in consultation with SHPO, per 
regulations

Area of Potential Effects - Section 6

Marion County
• Riverbrook Farms, 6900 Tibbs Avenue, 1917-1919
• Isaac Sutton House, 1846 W. Banta Road, 1879
• House, 1845 W. Banta Road, 1915

Johnson County
• Stutton House, 988 N. Bluff Road, 1875

Potentially Eligible Properties (Tier 1)
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Morgan County
• House, 8015 S. Bluff Road, c.1930
• Teeters Farm, 2590 Centennial Road, c.1866
• Farm, 2110 Centennial Road, c.1840/c.1860
• Reuben Aldrich Sr. Farm, 7045 Old SR 37, 1869
• House, 6310 Old SR 37, c.1885
• Waverly Episcopal Church, Main Street, 1890
• Farm Complex, Smokey Row, c.1890
• Fox Cliff Estate, Fox Cliff Drive East, 1934-1935
• County Bridge No. 224, Old SR 37, c.1925

Potentially Eligible Properties (Tier 1)

Morgan County (continued)
• Morgan County Courthouse, Court House Square, 

1859, (NRHP)
• Vandalia Depot, 210 N. Marion Street, 1911 (NRHP)
• House, 910 E. Harrison Street, c.1900
• House, 990 E. Harrison Street, c.1890/c.1910
• Kennedy House, 1060 E. Harrison Street, 1927
• House, 1090 E. Harrison Street, c.1890
• House, 1089 E. Harrison Street, c.1925
• House, 183 N. Jefferson Street, c.1850

Potentially Eligible Properties (Tier 1)

Morgan County (continued)
• House, 119 W. Morgan Street, c.1920
• House, 489 E. Morgan Street, c.1870
• House, 629 E. Morgan Street, c.1900
• Morgan County Sheriff’s Residence and Jail, W. Washington 

Street, c.1870/c.1940
• Martinsville Carnegie Public Library, S. Jefferson Street, 

1906/1990
• House, 109 E. Jackson Street, c.1850/c.1890
• House, 90 S. Ohio Street, c.1830
• House, 189 S. Jefferson Street, c.1890

Potentially Eligible Properties (Tier 1)

Morgan County (continued)
• House, 210 S. Jefferson Street, c.1895
• House, 127 S. Main Street, c.1870/c.1895
• House, 89 W. Columbus Street, c.1870/c.1910
• Sichting House, 239 W. Columbus Street, 1890
• House, 40 E. Walnut Street, c.1865
• House, 339 S. Ohio Street, c.1865
• House, 389 S. Ohio Street, c.1870
• House, 490 S. Jefferson Street, c.1915
• Mitchell Mansion, S. Sycamore Street, c.1865/c.1910
• Martinsville High School Gym, 759 S. Main Street, 1924 

(NRHP)

Potentially Eligible Properties (Tier 1)

House, 1845 W. Banta Road, 1915
Marion County

Stutton House, 988 N. Bluff Road, 1875
Johnson County
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Waverly Episcopal Church, Main Street, 1890
Morgan County

House, 6310 Old SR 37, c.1885
Morgan County

House, 1089 E. Harrison Street, c.1925
Martinsville

County Bridge No. 224, Old SR 37, c.1925
Morgan County

Ongoing work:

• Developing historic context
• Fieldwork
• Gather information regarding historic/ 

archaeological properties – Do you have 
knowledge?

Archaeology

• Section 6 will perform a Phase 1A and 1B Archaeological 
Survey

• Archaeology survey will follow state and federal guidelines, as 
well as the Indiana Archaeological Guidelines – Phase I (most 
recent edition). 

• Section 6 will perform background reviews of the available 
archaeological and historical information (including review of 
previous reports in I-69 Tier I EIS), field surveys, including a 
walkover reconnaissance and surface collection, and 
systematic shovel probing. 
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Archaeology
• Existing right-of-way (ROW) within the 26 miles of the study 

area will be considered “Disturbed Soils”.  The only exception 
to this will be at isolated locations where the original soils 
were not disturbed when State Road 37 was constructed. 

• Systematic shovel testing along the preferred alternative at 
intervals of not more than 10 meters (+/- 33 ft) in undisturbed 
areas with slopes of less than 25 percent.  Shovel probes will 
be a minimum of 30 cm in diameter and will extend into 
undisturbed soils 

• Collections will be made sufficient to determine a site’s 
cultural affiliation, temporal placement, and function. 

Section 6 Contact Information

Laura Thayer, Historian
Section 6 I-69 Project Office

7550 South Meridian Street, Suite B
Indianapolis, Indiana 46217

Phone: 317-881-6408
Fax: 317-917-5211

Email: section6@indyevn.org
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Consulting Party Meeting No. 2
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Consulting Party Meeting No. 3  
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If you wish to provide written comments, please send them by post to Linda Weintraut, Weintraut 
& Associates, P.O. Box 5034, Zionsville, Indiana, 46077 or by email to linda@weintrautinc.com 
by December 21, 2015. 
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December 7, 2015 Page 1 

MEETING MINUTES 

I-69 Section 6 Consulting Party Meeting 1 

Southland Church 

5800 West Smith Valley Road 

December 7, 2015 at 1:30 p.m. - 3:30 p.m. EDT 

Attendee Organization 
Raina Regan Indiana Landmarks 

Christopher Myers Indianapolis Historic Preservation Commission (IHPC) 

John Carr Indiana Division of Natural Resources-Division of Historic 
Preservation & Archaeology/Indiana State Historic Preservation 
Office (IDNR-DHPA/SHPO) 

Melvin Crichton Glennwood Home Association 

Cathy Drook Glennwood Home Association 

Beth Line Glennwood Home Association 

Joseph Cleveland Ozark Fisheries, Inc. 

Diane Hunter Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 

Patrick Carpenter Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) 

Sarah Rubin INDOT 

Laura Hilden INDOT 

Mary Kennedy INDOT 

Michelle Allen Federal Highway Administration 

Tim Miller HNTB 

Chris Meador HNTB 

Beth McCord Gray & Pape 

Kia Gillette Lochmueller Group 

Linda Weintraut Weintraut & Associates (W&A) 

Bethany Natali W&A 

Doug Fivecoat W&A 
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Summary 

Sarah Rubin, Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) Section 6 Project Manager, welcomed the 
parties and initiated introductions. She said that INDOT has kept SR 37 as an alternative to be carried to 
the Draft Environment Impact Statement (DEIS); there are a total of five alternatives presently under 
consideration, and public meetings have occurred.  

Linda Weintraut, Weintraut & Associates (W&A), summarized the purpose of the Section 106 process 
and its steps, including: initiating consultation, identifying historic properties, assessing effects of 
undertaking in historic properties, and resolving adverse effects. 

Weintraut discussed the history of the I-69 Section 6 project. She noted that the original survey was 
conducted in 2004/2005 and it evaluated properties constructed before 1954. A Historic Property Report 
was produced in 2008, using data from the 2004/2005 survey. The 2008 Report identified the following 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listed or eligible districts and properties: East Washington 
Street Historic District, Grassyfork Fisheries, W.E. Nutter House, Top Notch Farm, Morgan County 
Bridge No. 224, Morgan County Bridge 166, Morgan County Bridge 56, and John Sutton House. 

Between 2008 and 2015, Grassyfork Fisheries was listed in the NRHP and the following bridges were 
determined eligible per the Indiana History Bridge Inventory: Marion County Bridge 4513 (Non-Select), 
Morgan County Bridge 166 (Select), Morgan County Bridge 224 (Select), and Morgan County Bridge 56 
(Non-Select). Select bridges are those that are good candidates for preservation. 

Weintraut stated that in 2015, INDOT and FHWA re-initiated consultation. Weintraut noted that all 
consulting parties from the 2004-2008 study were invited to join in consultation in 2015. In addition, 
owners of properties recommended eligible, Native American tribes with ancestral connections, and 
others determined to have a demonstrated interest (including county officials and new preservation 
groups) were sent invitations. In 2015, W&A reviewed and extended the Area of Potential Effects (APE), 
where appropriate, based on additional information about the SR 37 Alternatives. A survey was 
conducted of the new areas of the APE, looking at properties built prior to, or in, 1972. (1972 was the 
ending date because it is fifty years prior to an anticipated construction date of 2022.) Similarly, the areas 
surveyed in 2004/2005 APE were reviewed to ascertain if there had been changes in integrity to the 
previously identified Contributing resources and to document properties built between 1955 and 1972. 

Weintraut stated that W&A drove all roads within the APE and photographed properties and recorded 
notes using a GIS app. Historians also took videos and “landscape photos” of subdivisions. Later, 
individual properties were divided into “Contributing” and “Non-Contributing” using guidance from 
DHPA and the State Historic Preservation Officer. Then the historians evaluated properties for eligibility 
in the NRHP based on integrity and significance. 

Weintraut discussed “integrity” and noted elements that make up the integrity (including: design, 
materials, workmanship, setting, location, feeling and association). She also briefly described each and 
offered an example of the differences between Contributing and Non-Contributing using photos of two 
Ranch-style homes as an example. She then discussed “significance” and noted that a resource must 
possess both integrity and significance to be listed on the NRHP. The criteria for significance were briefly 
discussed, including: (A) association with events that made a contribution to the broad patterns of history, 
(B) an association with the life (lives) of a significant person(s), (C) distinctive characteristics of a type, 

267



December 7, 2015 Page 3 

period, method of construction, or that represents the work of a master or high artistic values, or (D) have 
yielded or will yield important data.   

Bethany Natali, W&A, then walked through the resources that were recommended as eligible for the 
NRHP from the latest survey and described some of the elements that made historians recommend them. 
There are three districts and four individual resources recommended eligible. These properties included: 

Southside German Market Growers Historic District located on Bluff Road, Perry
Township, Marion County, represents a rare but important type of agricultural production
and illustrates a vernacular design of a market garden district. The period of significance
is circa 1900 to 1972.
Glennwood Homes Association Historic District located on Bluff Road and West Stop 11
Road, Perry Township, Marion County, has Outstanding examples of Ranch and Modern
homes and is an example of a post-war cooperative suburb with Outstanding architecture
and community design. The period of significance is 1949 to circa 1960.
Travis Hills Historic District located at Stones Crossing Road, White River Township,
Johnson County, is an early example of suburban development in the area (predating
other developments by almost a decade). It has a high level neighborhood design with
common setbacks and hill top positioning. The period of significance is 1962 to 1968.
Le Ciel (Charles Laughner House), is located at Belmont Road, Perry Township, Marion
County, at the apex of “Pill Hill.” It is an important example of a new Traditional French-
style - residence. The period of significance is 1967.
Cleary-Barnett House located at Bluff Road, Perry Township, Marion County, is
significant as a 1950s Ranch house with high integrity. The period of significance is circa
1955. 
Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House, located on Bluff Road, Perry Township,
Marion County, is an Interwar example of Colonial Revival-style with high integrity. The
period of significance is circa 1935.
Reuben Aldrich Farm has an Italianate house with barn, 1915 detached garage, field and
lane patterns, and mature trees. It was recommended as non-eligible in 2008, but now is
recommended eligible as an increasingly rare resource that represents a vernacular farm
from the “golden age of agriculture” in Harrison Township. The period of significance is
1869-1915.

Beth McCord, Gray & Pape, spoke about the archaeological records check, which updated records from 
the previous 2006 records check. Research identified 496 previously recorded archaeological sites. These 
range from Paleoindian to historical twentieth century resources. Of these sites: 254 were not eligible for 
the NRHP, 13 had been destroyed, 208 were unevaluated, and 21 were potentially eligible under Criterion 
D 

McCord indicated that archaeologists have begun reconnaissance-level surveys looking at sites near 
Martinsville that are “common” to all alternatives. Weintraut asked if there were any trends in the current 
archaeological findings she could share. While it was too early to tell, McCord noted that there was one 
historical Native American site, which was reported as a trading post for the Delaware Indians.  
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Beth Line from the Glennwood Homes Association asked McCord if archaeologists were just looking for 
artifacts. McCord responded that they were mostly looking for artifacts but they also were seeking 
sources of chert because many artifacts were manufactured of chert. 

When queried about next steps, Weintraut indicated that there would be a period in which Section 106 
would seem “quiet,” but that historians and archaeologists would still be working on the next work 
product. 

Beth Line asked how eligible properties identified in the survey might affect the building or roads in the 
area. Weintraut responded that once historians make a recommendation about eligibility, SHPO will 
respond. After that, FHWA will make a determination of eligibility. The effect of the undertaking on the 
historic property is then assessed. If there is an adverse effect, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will 
be negotiated and written to minimize or to mitigate the adverse effect.  

Tim Miller, HNTB, added that the current meeting is only for the SR 37 Alternatives. If other alternatives 
are carried forward, then there would be a study of historic properties within that APE. Beth Line asked if 
they were going to carry three alternatives forward to the DEIS. Sarah Rubin responded saying that they 
have not determined how many alternatives they might carry forward. Instead, INDOT was letting the 
data they are collecting determine how many alternatives would be considered. Weintraut added that the 
same level of effort and analysis would be performed on all alternatives carried forward. 

Cathy Drook of the Glennwood Homes Association asked if both listed and eligible resources would get 
the same level of scrutiny for effects. HNTB responded that they would.  

Raina Regan, Indiana Landmarks, asked if any properties from the 2008 report were no longer 
recommended eligible based upon the new survey. Weintraut stated that none had been removed. 
Landmarks asked who to contact with concerns on historic properties located in or near other alternatives. 
Sarah Rubin of INDOT said that Landmarks could contact her via email. Landmarks indicated they had a 
covenant on a property near an area not within the SR 37 Alternatives APE. 

Christopher Myers, Indianapolis Historic Preservation Commission, asked how general project updates 
would be disseminated. INDOT stated that he could subscribe to the project listserv or visit the I-69 
project website. All major updates are announced on the listserv and listed on the website under the 
Section 6 tab. 

Weintraut asked John Carr, Indiana Department of Natural Resources-Division of Historic Preservation & 
Archaeology/representing the State Historic Preservation Officer, if he had any comments to add. He did 
not. He said that the speakers had done a good job of explaining the 106 process. 

Weintraut then asked if there were any final questions or comments. None were offered. Weintraut then 
asked that any comments be sent to her prior to December 21, 2015. The meeting was adjourned.     

This summary reflects the result of informal consultation between the agencies, project team members, 
and consulting parties at the time of the meeting. Accordingly, the information contained in this summary 
is considered to be pre-decisional and deliberative. 

Details discussed in this meeting are subject to change. This summary is a reflection of the status of these 
items at the close of the meeting. 
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Consulting Party Meeting No. 4
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I-69 Section 6 Consulting Party Meeting 1 

Southland Church 
5800 West Smith Valley Road 

August 17, 2016 at 9:00 am EDT 
 

Meeting Summary 
 

Individuals Present: 
Name Organization 
Norman Voyles Morgan County Commissioner 
Debra & Rick Underwood Innovative Construction Services Inc. (OCI) / Property Owners of 

John Sutton House 
Jerry & JoNell Barnett Property Owners of Cleary-Barnett House 
John Carr Indiana Department of Natural Resources, Division of Historic 

Preservation & Archaeology, Office of the State Historic 
Preservation Officer (IDNR, DHPA—SHPO) 

Michelle Allen Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
Laura Britton FHWA 
Sarah Rubin Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) 
Jim Earl INDOT 
Anuradha Kumar INDOT—Cultural Resources Office (CRO) 
Patrick Carpenter INDOT—CRO 
Christine Meador HNTB 
Tim Miller HNTB 
Beth McCord Gray & Pape 
Linda Weintraut Weintraut & Associates, Inc. (W&A) 
Bethany Natali W&A 
 
Summary 
Michelle Allen, FHWA, welcomed attendees to the Section 106 consulting party meeting. Since 
Section 6 will utilize federal funds, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 
must be followed. Allen then asked attendees to introduce themselves. 
 
Sarah Rubin, INDOT, explained the Section 6 project is in the second phase of environmental 
study. INDOT is in the process of writing the Draft Environmental Impact State (EIS) which is 
schedule to be issued in the first quarter of 2017. The Final EIS would be issued in the first 
quarter of 2018. The Record of Decisions (ROD) is the final stage of the environmental process; 
design and construction would follow the ROD. 
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Linda Weintraut, W&A, then provided an overview of the Section 106 process and an update of 
the Section 106 process for Section 6. After a screening process, the Section 106 investigations 
have focused on the State Road (SR) 37 alternatives C1, C2, and C3.  
 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 requires federal agencies 
to take into account the effects of their undertakings on properties listed in, or eligible for 
listing in, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). It also requires the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation (ACHP) be afforded the opportunity to consult on the project. Section 
106 is a four-step process: 1.) Initiate consultation; 2.) Identify historic properties; 3.) Assess 
effects of undertaking on historic properties; and 4.) Resolve any adverse effects. 
 
In 2004, the Section 106 process for this project was initiated, and then it was re-initiated in 
2014; consulting parties, the SHPO, and Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (THPOs) were 
identified. The area of potential effects (APE) was developed in consultation with the SHPO in 
2004, expanded in 2015, and expanded once more in 2016 to take into account new 
information about design alternatives. 
 
The following properties were identified in the earlier 2004-2008 study: East Washington Street 
Historic District (listed in NRHP), Grassyfork Fisheries (Morgan County), W.E. Nutter House 
(Martinsville), Top Notch Farm (Morgan County), Morgan County Bridge No. 224, and John 
Sutton House (Johnson County). The Indiana Statewide Historic Bridge inventory determined 
the following bridges eligible in 2009:  Marion County Bridge 4513 (Non-Select), Morgan County 
Bridge 166 (Select), Morgan County Bridge 224 (Select), and Morgan County Bridge 56 
(Demolished in 2015 or 2016). Select bridges are good candidates for preservation. In 2012, 
Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1 was listed in the NRHP. 
 
In 2015, historians prepared an Additional Information Report--No. 1 and recommended the 
following resources eligible: Reuben Aldrich Farm, Travis Hill Historic District, Cleary-Barnett 
House, Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House, Glennwood Homes Association HD, Le Ciel 
(Charles Laughner House), and the Southside German Market Gardeners HD. The Reuben 
Aldrich Farm was considered in the 2008 HPR and recommended as not eligible. However, by 
2015, the farm was recommended eligible due to the increasing scarcity of agricultural 
properties in Indiana from the nineteenth century. In 2016, the Additional Information 
Report—No. 2 recommended the Peary Farm & Clear Creek Fisheries as eligible under Criteria A 
and C.   
 
Beth McCord, Gray & Pape, provided an overview of archaeological efforts for Section 6.  The 
records check of preliminary alternatives was completed in 2015. Research identified 496 
previously recorded archaeological sites. Of those, 254 sites were not eligible, thirteen 
destroyed, 208 unevaluated, and twenty-one potentially eligible under Criterion D. In 2015-
2016, archaeologists initiated Phase Ia survey at the southern terminus of Section 6 from Indian 
Creek to Teeters Road in an area common to alternatives C1, C2, and C3. Archaeologists found 
eight previously unrecorded sites: three precontact isolated finds, one precontact artifact 
scatter, one mixed precontact/historical scatter, one historic artifact scatter, and one historic 
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house site. One historic school was found, but it was adjacent to the survey area and not within 
project boundaries. 
 
Seven of the previously undocumented sites were determined to not be eligible for the NRHP. 
The historic school adjacent to the APE was unevaluated and will be investigated by  a future 
survey. The previously recorded village was not re-identified in the APE. The area will be noted 
as sensitive, and areas outside the APE will be avoided. One section of floodplain has a 
potential for buried cultural deposits and will be investigated by future work (Phase Ic). 
 
Weintraut noted that we are now at the stage of assessing effects to historic property. Effects 
to properties may be: No Historic Properties Affected or Historic Properties Affected. If the 
finding is No Historic Properties Affected, it may mean that there are either no historic 
properties in the APE or that there are historic properties and they will not be affected. A 
Historic Properties Affected may be either No Adverse Effect, or an Adverse Effect.  
 
An “effect,” according to the Section 106 regulations (36 CFR 800.16(i)), means alteration to the 
characteristics of a historic property qualifying it for inclusion in or eligibility for the National 
Register. The regulations also state “An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, 
directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property 
for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the 
property's location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.” (36 CFR 
Sect. 800.5(a)(1)).  
 
Weintraut added that there are two components to a property’s eligibility: significance and 
integrity. Location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association are aspects 
of integrity. The National Register provides four Criteria under which a property may be eligible:  
A. Association with events that have made a contribution to the broad patterns of history; B. 
Association with the lives of significant persons; C. Embodiment of the distinctive characteristics 
of a type, period, or method of construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that 
possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant or distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction; D. Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, important 
data. Archaeological resources are usually eligible under Criterion D. 
 
There are two types of effects: direct and indirect. A direct effect is the acquisition of all or part 
of a property. Indirect effects may be changes to the setting, visual changes, traffic effects, or 
noise effects.  
 
Bethany Natali, W&A, then discussed the effect findings for the sixteen historic resources: two 
resources would have an adverse effect, eight would have no adverse effect, and six would 
have no effect. Because of the two adverse effect findings to individual resources, the overall 
project finding is recommended as Adverse Effect.  
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Morgan County Bridge No. 224 presently has a view to SR 37; it will also have a distant view to 
I-69. It may also have a view to improvements on Burton Lane in winter months under C2. The 
recommended finding is: No Adverse Effect since it will be affected but not adversely. 
 
Top Notch Farm has an interchange or overpass proposed at the current State Road 37/Ohio 
Street intersection. Modern construction between Top Notch and the intersection presently 
includes apartments, a storage facility, and commercial buildings. Improvements would occur 
near the property but not within its boundaries. Since the historic setting of Top Notch has 
already been altered, the recommended finding is: No Adverse Effect. 
 
East Washington Street Historic District is located more than 4,000 feet from the district under 
all alternatives and there would be no view to the mainline at this distance. The resource 
should not be affected by the undertaking. 
 
W.E. Nutter House is located more than 3,500 feet from the district under all alternatives and 
there would be no view to the mainline at this distance. The resource should not be affected by 
the undertaking. 
 
Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries is located more than 3,000 feet from the undertaking 
under all alternatives: there would be no view to the mainline at this distance. Traffic along 
Hess road is predicted to decrease under all alternatives; therefore, the resource should not be 
affected by the undertaking.  
 
Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No.1 is 1,300 feet from the mainline and is not visible due to 
topography. North of the property, Morgan Street would connect to an overpass at Teeters 
Road, and traffic would increase under all alternatives. However, this property is not sensitive 
to traffic impacts since the Office Display and Show Room along Old SR 37 was designed to 
attract customers;  therefore, the recommended finding is: No Adverse Effect. 
 
Reuben Aldrich Farm is 1,300 to 1,400 feet from the mainline and an overpass along Big 
Bend/Tunnel Road would be between 658 and 664 feet from the property (the overpass would 
likely not be visible from the property). The setting would be impacted by an increase in traffic. 
Unlike Grassyfork Fisheries, this property was not designed to attract customers or vehicular 
traffic, therefore the impact to the setting would be adverse. The recommended finding for this 
property is: Adverse Effect. 
 
John Carr, IDNR, DPHA/SHPO, asked why truck traffic would increase at this location. Jim Earl, 
INDOT, and Christine Meador, HNTB, stated that Old SR 37 in this location would be used more 
as a local access point after the limited access interstate was constructed.  
 
Morgan County Bridge No. 166 is located on Old SR 37 over Bluff Creek .The mainline is located 
more than 3,500 feet from the property under all alternatives and there would be no view to 
the mainline at this distance. The resource should not be affected by the undertaking. 
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Travis Hill Historic District is located along Stones Crossing Road near SR 37. A local service 
road is planned for Stones Crossing Road; the realignment of Stones Crossing would require 
about twenty trees to be cleared near, but outside of, the historic district. There would be no 
direct effect to the district, but the local road would terminate about fifty feet from property 
boundary. 
 
Carr asked if green area on the slide illustration represented tree clearing [slide 45 of the 
attached PowerPoint document]. The green area shows right-of-way, including the slope and 
tree clearing. 
 
Rick Underwood, property owner, asked what would happen to the properties nearest I-69 at 
Stones Crossing. Those homes were not included in the Section 106 study as historic resources; 
HNTB offered to show project activities at that location after the meeting concluded. 
 
Natali added that access to SR 37 would be modified since Stones Crossing would be an 
overpass only. Traffic would also increase overall, but truck traffic is expected to decrease. The 
traffic and visual changes would constitute an indirect effect, but the houses within the district 
are on heavily wooded lots that would screen houses within the district from the undertaking. 
The recommended finding is No Adverse Effect. 
 
John Sutton House is approximately 400 feet from the mainline improvements. An interchange 
is proposed at County Line Road about 1,500 feet to the north. Under C1, Bluff Road would 
connect to a roundabout interchange. Under C2 and C3, Bluff would be diverted east to join 
County Line Road. Traffic would increase under C1 and C2 but decrease under C3. The increase 
would be due to Bluff Road’s use as a local access road. The recommended finding is No 
Adverse Effect. 
 
Marion County Bridge No. 4513 F is between 90 to 125 feet from the mainline under all 
alternatives from a mid-point on the bridge. There would be an indirect effect to the bridge’s 
setting; the interstate would be elevated 10 to 15 feet higher than the current elevation of 
State Road 37. This bridge will still be accessible, but travel to bridge may take longer coming 
from the limited access interstate. The recommended finding is No Adverse Effect. 
 
Cleary-Barnett House is located more than 1,900 feet from the mainline on a heavily wooded 
lot. No noise or traffic increases would occur under any of the alternatives. The resource should 
not be affected by the undertaking. 
 
Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House is located more than 1,670 feet from the mainline at 
its nearest point within a heavily wooded city park. No noise or traffic increases would occur 
under any of the alternatives. The resource should not be affected by the undertaking. 
 
Glennwood Homes Association Historic District is located, at its nearest point, between 578 
and 619 feet from the mainline under all alternatives. The neighborhood is on a heavily wooded 
tract of land, but the undertaking would be visible during certain times of the year. Traffic along 
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Bluff Road is expected to decrease in comparison to the “No Build” projections.  The 
recommended finding is No Adverse Effect.  The current ambient noise is 52 decibels. Traffic 
modelers do not expect levels to increase to be an adverse effect. Final noise projections are 
expected to be completed in September and if the noise level shows a significant increase, the 
effect finding will be revisited for this property. 
  
Le Ceil, the Charles Laughner House, is located at the nearest point of its historic property 
boundary between 60 and 80 feet from the mainline. The house is set farther back on a hill, 
about 1,500 feet from the undertaking. Le Ceil would have a view to the undertaking during 
times of minimal foliage. Belmont Avenue would be closed under all alternatives.  
 
Carr asked where Belmont would be closed. The location of the closure is not shown on the 
alternative renderings but would be located near the modern log cabin house along SR 37 and 
south of the Aspen Lake Apartments. 
 
Natali added that although access to State Road 37 would change, the relationship of the house 
to the roadways would not change. The current ambient noise is 57 decibels. Traffic modelers 
do not expect levels to increase to be an adverse effect. Final noise projections are expected to 
be completed in September; if the noise level shows a significant increase, the effect finding for 
this property will be revisited. 
 
Under alternatives C1, C2, and C3, the I-465 Bridge over Bluff Road within the Southside 
German Market Gardeners Historic District would be replaced, widened, and raised. C2 and C3 
have the same profile and would use a retaining wall along the entire south side and the 
northeast quadrant of Bluff and 465. Alternative C1 would also use a wall, but the locations 
would vary with interchange configuration. There would be a direct effect under alternatives 
C1, C2, and C3. All alternatives would acquire the house at 4401 Bluff Road, a contributing 
resource to the district. In total, alternative C1 would acquire 5.1 acres, C2 would acquire 5.0 
acres, and C3 would acquire 5.0 acres.  
 
A variation of C2 is also being considered. This version draws from the interchange location of 
C2 and C3 but is refined to reduce costs and accommodate additional design considerations. In 
C2, the wall would be replaced with earthen slope on the northeast quadrant and would also 
acquire 4401 Bluff Road. Variation C2 would acquire 6.0 acres of land. There would also be an 
indirect effect under all alternatives as the walls and/or slope would be changes to the setting. 
The recommended effect finding is Adverse Effect. 
 
Weintraut asked the group is there would be “less harm” to the district with the walls or the 
walls and slope option. Carr said he thought there may be less harm with the walls because 
they would not extend as far into the district. Rick Underwood added that a landscaped slope 
may be more conducive to a garden district like this one. 
 
Weintraut stated that because of the Adverse Effects to the Reuben Aldrich Farm and the 
Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District, the project would mitigate adverse 
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effects. Examples of mitigation include Minimization & Avoidance; Preservation; Education & 
interpretation; or other migration.  
 
Earl noted there are things that could be done to mitigate effects under each of the 
alternatives. Carr asked if the home on the southeast quadrant of the German Market 
Gardeners District would be acquired. The driveway may be affected but the building would 
remain. 
 
JoNell Barnett noted that although the traffic models show a decrease in traffic along Bluff 
Road, she believed that more people would use Bluff as a local access road. Many people in 
that area would not want to use I-69.  Earl said INDOT would check those numbers. He also 
added that there may be more traffic along Bluff while construction is taking place. 
 
Carr revisited Marion County Bridge No. 4315 F and said he may ask some addition questions 
via email. He noted that while setting may be a lesser consideration for Criterion C properties, it 
was not an irrelevant aspect of integrity. INDOT added that Wicker Road would become an 
underpass north of the bridge. 
 
Underwood asked if the Marion County Bridge No. 4315 Fwould remain open for Bluff Road 
property owners. Earl stated that it would. 
 
Weintraut asked for additional mitigation ideas. Underwood asked if INDOT would be open to a 
wall that was conducive to the growth of vegetation. Earl said there are certain wall types that 
would attract vegetation.  
 
Carr asked when archaeology would be released relative to the Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA). McCord said that archaeology fieldwork would begin in the late fall after the crops are 
harvested. It would likely be ongoing after the draft MOA is circulated. Weintraut said that 
stipulations for completion of incomplete phases of the archaeology study would be included in 
the MOA. 
 
The next steps for the project are archaeology fieldwork, 800.11(e) documentation, and 
notification to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. The MOA would be negotiated 
during this time and circulated for signature prior to the Draft EIS.  
 
Weintraut asked all comments on effects be sent via email to linda@weintrautinc.com or to 
Weintraut & Associates, PO Box 5034, Zionsville, Indiana 46077, by September 1, 2016. 
 
The meeting concluded at 10:30 am. 
  
This summary reflects the result of informal consultation between the agencies, project team members, 
and consulting parties at the time of the meeting. Accordingly, the information contained in this summary 
is considered to be pre-decisional and deliberative. 
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Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District
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I-69 SECTION 6: MARTINSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS 
7847 Waverly Road     

Martinsville, Ind. 46151 

Southside German Market Gardeners 
Historic District eligible
formally nominate the District for listing in the NRHP.
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7847 Waverly Road     
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Ann Bilodeau <bilodeau.ann@gmail.com> Wed, Oct 21, 2015 at 10:02 PM
To: Bethany Natali <bethany@weintrautinc.com>

Hi Bethany,

I will accept the invitation and would be grateful if the materials could be dropped o . My cell is 317-627-3347 if the person wishes to contact me. I
am planning to be at Butler until 630 tomorrow if that might work (Thursday) or they can just drop o the items at Fairbanks Hall room 218 under my
name. Thanks so much, Ann

From: Bethany Natali [mailto:bethany@weintrautinc.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 10:31 AM
To: Ann Bilodeau <bilodeau.ann@gmail.com>
Cc: Linda Weintraut <linda@weintrautinc.com>
Subject: I 69 Sec. on 6 and Glennwood Homes materials

Ms. Bilodeau,

Bill Selm passed along your email and email address yesterday afternoon. We would be happy to drop off the Glennwood Homes materials whenever is convenient
for you. (We even have a staff member who lives close to Butler, if you would like the materials right away.) Thank you again for sharing these materials with us.

An invitation to join consultation as part of Section 106 studies was sent out late last week; you may have received this invitation or should receive it shortly.
Initiating consultation is the first step in the Section 106 process. 

If you choose to accept this invitation, you will be involved in the next step in the Section 106 process: the identification and evaluation of historic properties within
an area of potential effects. At this time, the Historic Property Report will be released.  As a consulting party, you will be made aware of the link to the Historic
Property Report as soon as it is available.

Best regards,

Bethany

--

Bethany Natali
Historian
Weintraut & Associates, Inc.
PO Box 5034
Zionsville, Indiana 46077
T: (317) 733-9770 ext. 311
F: (317) 733-9773
www.weintrautinc.com
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---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bethany Hughes <bhughes@weintrautinc.com>
Date: Thu, Nov 19, 2015 at 8:58 AM
Subject: Consultation for I-69 Section 6
To: ssebree@indianalandmarks.org

Good morning,

I work with Weintraut & Associates historians and we attempted to send you an invitation to consult for this project in October, but it was sent to the incorrect
address.  The invitation will be on its way to your current address today.  The mailing for the first meeting invitation will be sent out soon and we will go ahead
and send one to you as well.  If you could please send the postcard back to our office that is enclosed with the invitation to consult we would  greatly appreciate
it.  Sorry for any inconvenience.    

--
Bethany Hughes
Archaeology Technician 
Weintraut & Associates, Inc.
PO Box 5034
Zionsville, Indiana 46077
T: (317)733-9770
www.weintrautinc.com

--
Bethany Hughes
Archaeology Technician 
Weintraut & Associates, Inc.
PO Box 5034
Zionsville, Indiana 46077
T: (317)733-9770
www.weintrautinc.com
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10:12 AM 9/14/05 
To: Laura Thayer 
Subject: Fw: my reponse to I-69 Section 6 report 

I'm sorry this is late. I hope it is not too late. I've been very, very, very busy and out of town quite a bit. Joe 
Mills may have conveyed some of my responses, although I don't think he knew about the Reuben 
Aldrich farm site 009 on p. 37 of Interim Report. If you haven't already been inside the barn, you need to 
do that. Marsh Davis said it is one of the most remarkable barns he has ever seen. The hayloft is 
suspended by iron rods. The house was remarkably intact when last saw it, but do recall that the current 
owners were discussing vinyl windows. Even so, if they have done few other changes, the house could 
well be of greater significance tan its N rating. I suspect it's that bungalow-style porch that earned it an N.  

----- Original Message -----  
 Dale Drake 

 Joanne Stuttgen; Sam Cline; Joe Mills 
 Tuesday, August 23, 2005 9:04 AM  

 Re: my reponse to I-69 Section 6 report 

Joanne and all: 

Having spent a fair amount of time discussing the house and barn with Richard Knox (now deceased) I 
heartily agree that the Reuben Aldrich farm is a significant historic property. In addition to the house and 
barn there is an unmarked family cemetery between the house and the river. The Aldrich family members 
were moved from that cemetery to, I believe, the nearby IOOF cemetery, but the workers and servants 
buried there were not. FYI.  

Dale 
----- Original Message ----- 

 Joanne Stuttgen 

 Sam Cline; Joe Mills 

 Dale Drake 

 Monday, August 22, 2005 9:30 PM 

 my reponse to I-69 Section 6 report 

I've had a chance to rather quickly review the I-69 Section 6 report and have a few comments 
that I would like to pass on to the historians. See if you agree.  

I hope to find the time to go through it more thoroughly, but these are the things that caught my 
attention now.  

page i: resource 64055 is the former Morgan County Home. It was built c.1870 as the Mitchell 
House, then converted into the hospital in 1924. The date of 1957 refers to the current hospital, 
not the building on Main Street. (This actually has no bearing on the I-69 deal since the county 
home was demolished in 1995, but it does reflect a bit of carelessness on the part of the 
historians.)  
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page i: resource 64044, Gano Greenhouse. I don't believe this has undergone any alterations 
since the Interim Report was published. Other than more neglect and decay, that is. Likewise with 
1009 S. Ohio Street, which, admittedly, is looking pretty bad.  

I am not at all satisfied with the findings regarding the Grassyfork fish ponds that are now state 
owned (Cikana) along SR 37. I note that the list of sources for information about Grassyfork do 
not include an interview or interviews with Ed Ferguson. This is a serious omission. I just can't 
accept the determination regarding these ponds without input from Ed. He's the only one who 
would really know what kind of alterations have occurred on the property. Also, I happen to 
believe that the ponds alone are historically significant even if the attendant Grassyfork building 
no longer exist. It's like a quarry. The cranes, derricks, equipment, buildings aren't at those 
quarries anymore, but the quarries are still significant. At least I think they are. I'll check with the 
folks in Bloomington about whether abandoned quarries are determined to be National Register 
eligible. Man! I'm ready to fight for our fish ponds! And interpretive signage along the corridor!  

page 4: RE: Reuben Aldrich Farm. I have been through this house and barn on several occasions 
and believe the rating should be elevated to C, if not O. The barn is truly remarkable and quite 
unusual. However, the last time I had contact with the occupants/owners was several years ago, 
so things could have changed out there. I'd like to request the historians to justify their rating.  
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December 15, 2015 

Dr. Linda Weintraut 
Weintraut & Associates 
P.O. Box 5034 
Zionsville, IN 46077 

RE: Des.No. 0300382 Section 6 of I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies, Additional 
Information survey for the State Road (SR) 37 Alternatives 

Dear Dr. Weintraut: 

Indiana Landmarks has reviewed the Additional Information for the State Road 37 Alternatives for 
Section 6 of I-69. We concur with the findings in the report; specifically the following properties are 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places: 

Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District
Glennwood Homes Association Historic District
Travis Hills Historic District
Le Ciel (Charles Laughner House), 7719 Belmont Avenue
Cleary-Barnett House, 8000 Bluff Road
Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House
Reuben Aldrich Farm

Please also note since the 2008 Historic Property Report, our organization now holds a Protective 
Covenant on the Grassyfork Fisheries Display and Showroom building at 2902 E. Morgan St., 
Martinsville. This property is located within the Area of Potential Effects.  

Additionally, we would like to call attention to a historic property that lies far outside of the SR 37 Area 
of Potential Effects, but could potentially be adversely affected by this undertaking. The Link 
Observatory (8403 Observatory Rd, Martinsville, IN 46151) is an astronomical observatory located off 
of SR67 in Morgan County. We believe the Observatory to be eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places. The potential light pollution, especially from the Section 6 Alternatives B and D, but 
could include proposed Alternatives C, K3, and K4, could adversely affect this resource. Under 
§ 800.5(a)(2)(v), the “Introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that diminish the integrity
of the property’s significant historic features;” the introduction of light pollution will render the 
significant historic features of the Link Observatory – its reflector and astrograph – potentially useless. 
We recommend the environmental study team determine the effects of increased light pollution, 
including increased development and truck traffic along all five potential Alternatives.  
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It appears that Alternative C will best minimize harm to historic properties as outlined in the 
evaluation methods shared at the December 2015 Public Hearings. Specifically, we have 
concerns about Alternatives K3 and K4 potentially affecting the Nicholson-Rand House (5010 
West Southport Road). Not only is this property listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places, Indiana Landmarks holds a Protective Covenant on this property. We would like to see 
all efforts to minimize effects to this historic property. 

We welcome further discussions and involvement as a consulting party for the environmental 
analysis for I-69, Section 6.  

Sincerely, 

Raina Regan 
Community Preservation Specialist 

ECC: Sarah Rubin, INDOT 
Mary Kennedy, INDOT 
John Carr, DHPA 
Mark Dollase, Indiana Landmarks 
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Joanne Raetz Stuttgen, Ph. D. 
Folklorist 
759 E. Washington St. 
Martinsville, IN 46151 
(765) 349-1537 
jstuttgen@comcast.net 

July 15, 2016 

Dr. Linda Weintraut 
Weintraut & Associates 
P. O. Box 5034 
Zionsville, IN  46077 

Dear Dr. Weintraut, 

A phone call last night from Sue Hess, co-owner with her husband, Larry, of Clear Creek Fisheries , Hess 
Road, vicinity of Martinsville, reminded me that comments on AI Memorandum—No. 2 , Environmental 
Impact Statement for I-69 Section 6 are due today. 

I concur with the findings that Clear Creek Fisheries and the Pearcy Farm owned by Larry and Sue Hess 
are historically and architecturally significant to the degree that they are both eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places. And, I thank you for the research that went into this report because I was not 
altogether familiar with the great significance of the fisheries property. 

I request information about all possible I-69-related projects that may impact Clear Creek Fisheries in 
any way. 

It is my understanding that the Hesses are interested in nominating their property to the National 
Register of Historic Places. I have indicated to Sue that I am willing to be part of this effort. 

Sincerely, 

Joanne Raetz Stuttgen, Ph. D. 
Morgan County Historian 
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President, Morgan County Historic Preservation Society 
President, Rediscover Martinsville
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Page i 

Abstract 
 
Gray & Pape, Inc., under contract with HNTB, Inc., conducted a Phase Ia archaeological survey for the I-

69 Section 6 corridor. The project is in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 

Act, as amended. The goal of the investigation was to determine if archaeological resources are present 

within the proposed I-69 Section 6 corridor, and to determine if such resources might be eligible for 

inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. 

The I-69 Section 6 project area presented in this report extends from Section 5 near Indian Creek at the 

south end to the northern terminus at I-465. The eastern terminus is at I-465 and US 31. The western 

terminus is on I-465, approximately 0.69 kilometers (0.43 miles) east of the I-465 and Indiana SR 67 

interchange. The survey corridor covers a distance of 43.19 kilometers (26.84 miles) from the southern 

terminus along the existing SR 37 to I-465 and 8.11 kilometers (5.04 miles) along I-465. The project area 

encompasses 835.93 hectares (2065.63 acres) and lies within Morgan, Johnson and Marion counties. 

Twenty-six previously undocumented archaeological sites (12MG561 to -577, 12JO703 to -709, and 

12MA1007 to -1008), were recorded within the survey area during the current Phase Ia survey. The 

undocumented archaeological sites include ten prehistoric sites (12MG562, 12MG564, 12MG565, 

12MG566, 12MG567, 12MG568, 12MG573, 12MG574, 12MG575, and 12MG577), five prehistoric 

isolated find sites (12MG563, 12MG570,  12MG576, 12JO705, and 12MA1007), five historical sites 

(12MG571, 12JO703, 2JO704, 12JO709, and 12MA1008), one historical isolated find site (12JO707), 

and five multicomponent historical and prehistoric sites (12MG561, 12MG569, 12MG572, 12JO706, and 

12JO708).  

Also, thirty-two previously recorded sites (12MG327, 12MG334, 12MG461- to 432, 12MG556, 12JO10, 

12JO17, 12JO42 to -44, 12JO62, 12JO157, 12JO159 to -161, 12JO359 to -362, 12JO486 – to -489, 

12JO580, 12MA52, 12MA170 to -171, MA174 to -176, 12MA241, and 12MA334 were revisited during 

the current investigations. The previously recorded sites include 21 prehistoric sites (12MG334, 

12MG431, 12JO10, 12JO17, 12JO42, 12JO43, 12JO44, 12JO62, 12JO157, 12JO160, 12JO161, 12JO486, 

12JO489, 12JO580, 12MA52, 12MA170, 12MA171, 12MA174, 12MA176, 12MA241, and 12MA334), 

six prehistoric isolated find sites (12MG430, 12JO159, 12JO359, 12JO360, 12JO361, and 12MA175), 

two historical sites (12MG327, and 12MG556), and three multicomponent historical and prehistoric sites 

(12JO362, 12JO487, and 12JO488). 

Other revisited resources include two cemeteries (Old Mount Olive Methodist Cemetery, CR-55-64 and 

Bell Cemetery, CR-49-57) and the Central Canal.  The corridor crosses portions of the reported location 

of the Central Canal; however, no evidence of the canal was identified during the current investigations 

and within these areas it appears to no longer be extant.  

Avoidance or additional investigations are recommended for 12MG564, 12MG565, 12MG566, 

12MG567, 12MG568, Old Mount Olive Cemetery, and Bell Cemetery. A development plan will be 

required per IC 14-21-1-26.5 if the Preferred Alignment remains within 30 meters (100 feet) of the 

historical cemeteries. The portions of Sites 12MG334, 12MG561, 12MG571, 12JO10, 12JO17, 12JO42, 

12JO44, 12JO62, 12JO489, 12MA52, 12MA170, 12MA171,12MA174, 12MA175, and 12MA241 which 

are located within the survey corridor are recommended as not eligible for inclusion in the National 

Register of Historic Places. Should the corridor be moved, further archaeological investigations are 
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recommended for these sites. The remaining sites are not recommended as eligible for inclusion in the 

National Register of Historic Places.  

The topographic setting and soils encountered in most of the project area were not found to be conducive 

for the identification of intact buried cultural resources. However, four areas (Segment 01 – Field 043; 

Segment 05 – Field 004, Segment 05 – Field 005, and Segment 10 – Field 001) were identified as 

possessing a high potential to contain deeply buried soils and Phase Ic investigations are recommended 

for these locations.    



Memorandum, Refined Preferred Alternative 
I-69 Tier 2, Section 6 (Des. No.: 0300382)  1

MEMORANDUM 

To: Consulting Parties 

From: Weintraut & Associates 

Date: September 8, 2017 

Re: Refined Preferred Alternative, I-69 Tier 2, Section 6 (Des. No.: 0300382) 

The purpose of this Memorandum is to summarize refinements to the preliminary design of the 
preferred alternative and provide confirmation of its effect on historic properties within the 
Area of Potential Effects (APE) for I-69, Tier 2, Section 6 (Des. No.: 0300382). Historic properties 
are those properties that are listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or eligible 
for listing in the NRHP. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) issued a Finding of “Historic 
Properties Affected: Adverse Effect” for this project on February 14, 2017 for Preferred 
Alternative C4.  
 
Since the Finding of Effect was signed by FHWA on February 14, 2017, the preferred alternative 
has been refined in response to public comments and minimization efforts.  The resulting 
refined alternatives will hereafter be called the Refined Preferred Alternative (RPA).  The RPA 
includes modifications to the undertaking in proximity to the historic property boundaries as 
defined in the Historic Property Report (2015) for this project. However, the RPA would result 
in no significant change in effect finding on the referenced resources.  
 
The following provides information for each property and/or historic district, the description of 
effects, and finding from the Findings documentation dated February 14, 2017. A discussion of 
changes to the undertaking’s effect on each historic property is also included. 
 
Consulting parties are invited to review this material and provide a comment within thirty (30) 
days of receipt.   
 
Morgan County Bridge 224 
Indiana Historic Sites and Structures (IHSSI) No.: 109-386-60030 
National Bridge Inventory (NBI) No.: 5500142 
Old SR 37 over Indian Creek, Washington Township, Morgan County 
 



Memorandum, Refined Preferred Alternative 
I-69 Tier 2, Section 6 (Des. No.: 0300382)  2

Individual Effect Finding, February 14, 2017: No Adverse Effect 
 
Description of Effects of the Preferred Alternative per Findings Document: Morgan County 
Bridge No. 224 is currently closed to traffic. Project improvements under the preferred 
alternative are located nearly 600 feet from the location of Bridge No. 224 and will take place 
along the existing State Road (SR) 37. Under the preferred alternative, Old SR 37 will be 
permanently closed to the new I-69 and the connecting pavement removed. Noise will not 
affect the integrity of this property since bridges are by their very nature intended to be in 
environments of traffic noise. The bridge will have a view to the undertaking.  
 
Refined Preferred Alternative (RPA), August 2017:  

 The RPA is about 470 feet from the nearest point of the bridge or approximately 30 feet 
closer than described for the Preferred Alternative C4. The center of the bridge is 535 
feet from the RPA. 

 No other changes would take place at this location. 
 FHWA and INDOT find that the undertaking would continue to have “No Adverse Effect” 

on the Morgan County Bridge 224.  
 
Top Notch Farm 
IHSSI No.: 108-386-60028 
351 East Mahalasville Road, Martinsville, Morgan County  
 
Individual Effect Finding, February 14, 2017: No Adverse Effect 
 
Description of Effects of the Preferred Alternative per Findings Document: The preferred 
alternative includes a new Ohio Street interchange.  Mahalasville Road would also be 
reconfigured north of its current location. The existing intersection of Southview Drive and 
Commercial Boulevard at Ohio Street would be closed. The ambient noise reading for the farm 
is 49.6 A-weighted decibels (dBA); in the design year 2045, noise modelers project an increase 
of 8.3 dBA to reach a 57.9 dBA with the construction of I-69. Neither the increase nor the 
projected design year noise level is considered an adverse effect, per INDOT’s noise policy. 
 
Refined Preferred Alternative (RPA), August 2017:  

 The Ohio Street interchange as described for the Preferred Alternative C4 would remain 
at its original location in the RPA. 

 One change at this location includes the extension of Mahalasville Road to the east and 
then north over new terrain to create a new route for traffic from I-69 to Grand Valley 
Boulevard. This extension begins more than 1500 feet from Top Notch Farm and travels 
further from the resource. Since the extension of the Mahalasville is on new alignment 
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through agricultural land, a change of setting to the east will occur due to the 
construction of a new road in the RPA.  

 No changes in noise levels are anticipated.  The RPA has a lower average daily traffic 
volume along Mahalasville Road near Top Notch Farm compared to Preferred 
Alternative C4.  This is because much of the residential traffic along Mahalasville Road 
east of Top Notch Farm would no longer need to travel past Top Notch Farm to access 
Walmart and other adjacent retail establishments.  

 Truck traffic adjacent to Top Notch Farm, however, would be greater with the RPA with 
an increase of approximately 60 trucks per day compared to Preferred Alternative C4. 
Traffic accessing the retail areas from I-69 would use Mahalasville Road rather than 
Commercial Boulevard. This includes truck deliveries. 

 These changes would affect the setting of the Top Notch Farm to a greater degree than 
described in the 800.11 document. Setting is an aspect of integrity identified by the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards (2017); however, the setting presently has modern 
buildings that are located between the farm entrance and present-day SR 37 (the route 
of the I-69 mainline) to the west.  

 FHWA and INDOT find that these changes would not constitute an adverse effect since 
there is presently modern construction in proximity. Therefore, the undertaking would 
continue to have “No Adverse Effect” on the Top Notch Farm. 

 
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) on Mahalasville Road adjacent to Top Notch Farm 

Source: I-69 Section 6 Corridor Travel Demand Model 

 
East Washington Street Historic District 
National Register (NR) No.: 1313  
Washington Street, Martinsville, Morgan County 
 
Effect Finding, February 14, 2017: No Effect 
 
Description of Effects of the Preferred Alternative per Findings Document: The preferred 
alternative is located more than 4,000 feet from the boundary of the East Washington Street 

Alternative Total (vehicles per day) Trucks (per day) 
Base Model Year (2010) 2,770 50 
2045 No Build 3,560 70 
2045 C1 7,240 190 
2045 C2 5,000 110 
2045 C3 7,270 190 
2045 C4 7,250 190 
2045 Refined Preferred Alt 5,640 250 
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Historic District. The district is located in a dense, urban area of Martinsville and thus would not 
have a view to the undertaking. Noise and traffic increases would not occur as a result of the 
undertaking.  
 
Refined Preferred Alternative (RPA), August 2017:  

 The “historic property boundary” of the district would remain about 3,000 feet from the 
mainline at its closest portion and it would be more than 4,000 feet from the nearest 
improvement that would result from the undertaking. 

 FHWA and INDOT find that the undertaking would continue to have “No Effect” on the 
East Washington Street Historic District.  

 
 
W.E. Nutter House 
IHSSI No.: 109-386-64053 
1089 East Harrison Street, Martinsville, Morgan Count 
 
Effect Finding, February 14, 2017: No Effect 
 
Description of Effects of the Preferred Alternative per Findings Document: The preferred 
alternative is located approximately 3,500 feet from the W.E. Nutter House. The Nutter House 
is located in a dense, urban area of Martinsville and thus, would not have a view to the 
undertaking. Noise and traffic increases would not occur as a result of the undertaking under 
any of the alternatives.  
 
Refined Preferred Alternative (RPA), August 2017:  

 The RPA would remain approximately 3,500 feet from the boundary of the W.E. Nutter 
House. 

 FHWA and INDOT find that the undertaking would continue to have “No Effect” on the 
W.E. Nutter House. 

 
 
Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries 
IHSSI No.: 109-386-60015 
295 Hess Road, Martinsville, Morgan County  
 
Effect Finding, February 14, 2017: No Effect 
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Description of Effects of the Preferred Alternative per Findings Document: The mainline of the 
preferred alternative is located over 3,000 feet from the Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries. 
No improvements are planned along Hess Road as part of the construction, although traffic is 
projected to decrease over the “No Build” alternative as a result of this undertaking. 
 
Refined Preferred Alternative (RPA), August 2017:  

 The mainline of the RPA would remain about 3,000 feet from the historic property. 
 FHWA and INDOT find that the undertaking would continue to have “No Effect” on the 

Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries.  
 
 
Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1 
NR No.: 2209 
2902 East Morgan Street, Martinsville Morgan County 
 
Effect Finding, February 14, 2017: No Adverse Effect 
 
Description of Effects of the Preferred Alternative per Findings Document: The preferred 
alternative will take place nearly 1,300 feet from the boundary of Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 
1 along SR 37. The I-69 mainline will maintain the general elevation of existing SR 37 which is 
depressed in the area; SR 37 is not currently visible from the property, and the undertaking 
would not be elevated as part of the improvements to the mainline. 
 
Morgan Street will be reconstructed to join Old SR 37 north of the Country Club Road and 
Teeters Road will include an overpass. Traffic will increase in front of Grassyfork Fisheries Farm 
No. 1. There will be a change in view produced by increasing traffic along Teeters Road. The 
ambient noise level at Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1 is 48.2 dBA; that level will increase to 
55.7 dBA, a change of 7.5 dBA, which is not considered adverse per INDOT’s noise policy. 
Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1 is not sensitive to noise and would not be affected by traffic 
changes that would result from the construction of this undertaking.  
 
Refined Preferred Alternative (RPA), August 2017:  

 The mainline of the RPA would remain about 1,300 feet from the historic property in the 
area of the office and display room, but would be about 900 feet from its closest point 
of the boundary to the mainline. 

 FHWA and INDOT find that the undertaking would continue to have “No Adverse Effect” 
on the Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No 1.  
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Reuben Aldrich Farm 
IHSSI No.: 109-428-3009 
7020 Old SR 37, Harrison Township, Morgan County 
 
Effect Finding, February 14, 2017: Adverse Effect 
 
Description of Effects of the Preferred Alternative per Findings Document: The I-69 Section 6 
mainline would be located approximately 1,300 feet from the boundary of the farm, and the 
nearest project component would be the addition of an overpass connecting Big Bend Road and 
Tunnel Road. The overpass would tie into Big Bend Road approximately 650 feet from the 
historic property boundary. The overpass would be a local service road and would likely not be 
visible from the historic property boundary. Traffic is anticipated to increase as a result of the 
undertaking, particularly truck traffic. Old SR 37 was designed as a state road and can 
accommodate the traffic. However, the road would no longer be a low volume road and there 
are no plans to improve the road. Traffic levels are forecasted to increase from a base model 
year (2010) daily traffic count of 170 vehicles per day (VPD) to 1,410 VPD in the year 2045. Daily 
truck traffic would increase from 20 to 30 vehicles. The ambient noise level for the Reuben 
Aldrich Farm is 50.1 dBA, a level that is expected to increase to 52.6 dBA, an increase that will 
not be perceptible to the human ear. Therefore, there is not an adverse noise impact, per 
INDOT’s noise policy. 
 
The setting will be impacted: with the construction of an overpass over I-69, traffic will be 
redirected, resulting in an increase in traffic in front of the Reuben Aldrich Farm. The setting of 
this property is an aspect of its integrity that allows it to convey its significance.  
 
Refined Preferred Alternative (RPA), August 2017:  

 The mainline for the RPA would remain about 1,300 feet from the Reuben Aldrich Farm. 
 However, the overpass at Big Bend Road will not be constructed, which would diminish 

overall project impacts at this location. 
 Both automobile and truck traffic are predicted to decrease in front of the resource. 
 No changes in noise levels are anticipated.  
 FHWA and INDOT find that the finding will continue to have an Adverse Effect on the 

Reuben Aldrich Farm. 
 
 
Morgan County Bridge No. 166  
IHSSI No.: 109-428-30017/NBI No.: 5500153 
Old SR 37 over Bluff Creek, Harrison Township, Morgan County 
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Effect Finding, February 14, 2017: No Effect 
 
Description of Effects of the Preferred Alternative per Findings Document: Mainline construction 
for the preferred alternative will take place approximately 3,500 feet from this property. An 
interchange improvement will occur along SR 144, approximately 4,500 from the bridge. No 
traffic increases along the Old SR 37, the roadway Morgan County Bridge No. 166 carries, are 
anticipated. Noise will not affect the integrity of this property since bridges are by their very 
nature intended to be in environments of traffic noise. 
 
Refined Preferred Alternative (RPA), August 2017:  

 The RPA would remain approximately 3,500 feet from the property and no traffic 
increases are anticipated. 

 FHWA and INDOT find that the RPA would continue to have “No Effect” on Morgan 
County Bridge No. 166 (NBI No.: 5500153). 

 
 
 
 
Travis Hill Historic District 
Travis Place at Stones Crossing Road, White River Township, Johnson County 
 
Effect Finding, February 14, 2017: No Adverse Effect 
 
Description of Effects of the Preferred Alternative per Findings Document: A local access road 
overpass is planned for Stones Crossing Road over proposed I-69 for the preferred alternative. 
These improvements will terminate adjacent to the historic property boundary. Travis Hill is 
located along a rise above the intersection of SR 37 and Stones Crossing Road. Trees would be 
cleared adjacent to the neighborhood and Stones Crossing would be re-aligned, altering the 
setting of the district. The Travis Hill Historic District would be affected by traffic changes and 
visual impacts that result from the construction of an overpass built as part of the undertaking 
and the clearing of about twenty trees lying outside the historic boundary. However, houses 
within the district are on heavily wooded lots and would not have a view to the undertaking 
during much of the year. Noise will increase from 53.9 dBA to 60.6 dBA at one of the receptors 
in the district. (The other receptor would experience a decrease in dBA.) The projected noise 
levels at these receptors do not rise to the level of an adverse effect, per INDOT’s noise policy. 
 
Refined Preferred Alternative (RPA), August 2017: 
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 The RPA utilizes an access road from SR 144 to Stones Crossing Road for those property 
owners of Travis Hill Historic District.  

 Both truck and automobile traffic is predicted to decrease.  
 No overpass for Stones Crossing Road will be provided in the RPA, and no realignment of 

Stones Crossing Road would be necessary.  
 The view from some homes in Travis Hill Historic District would be affected only slightly 

during the winter months.  
 The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has concurred with the application of the 

Criteria of Adverse Effect for this resource as it relates to Preferred Alternative C4 in a 
letter dated August 17, 2017. Specifically, the Council stated: “The original design of 
entering the development through an ascent up Travis Hill is the character defining 
element distinguishing the approach into this historic district. Based upon our review, 
this will not be altered with the proposed change in elevation of Stones Crossing Road.” 

 FHWA and INDOT find that the refinements included in the RPA minimize project effects 
and the project would continue to have “No Adverse Effect” on the Travis Hill Historic 
District. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
John Sutton House 
IHSSI No.: 081-031-10002 
988 North Bluff Road, White River Township, Johnson County 
 
Effect Finding, February 14, 2017: No Adverse Effect 
 
Description of Effects of the Preferred Alternative per Findings Document: The undertaking will 
take place approximately 500 feet from the house under the preferred alternative. In addition, 
an interchange at County Line Road, situated nearly 1,700 feet from the John Sutton House, is 
proposed under the Preferred Alternative C4. The undertaking will result in a change of setting 
from the construction of the interchange. The ambient noise reading for the John Sutton House 
is 57.4 dBA; in the design year 2045, noise modelers project a noise reading of 64.0 dBA or an 
increase of 6.6 dBA, which is below INDOT criteria for an adverse effect. However, setting is not 
key to the integrity and significance of this property; SR 37 and modern intrusions are already 
extant and these have not diminished its integrity. 
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Refined Preferred Alternative (RPA), August 2017: 
 No change at this location.  
 The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has concurred with the application of the 

Criteria of Adverse Effect for the resource in a letter dated August 17, 2017. Specifically, 
the Council stated: “Considering this modern construction is extant and the proposed I-
69 construction will be located behind it when viewed from the John Sutton House, it is 
the ACHP’s view that the undertaking will not alter the character of the setting for this 
historic property.” 

 FHWA and INDOT find that the undertaking would continue to have “No Adverse Effect” 
on this historic property. 

 
 
Marion County Bridge No. 4513 F 
NBI No.: 4900484 
Bluff Road over Pleasant Run, Indianapolis, Perry Township, Marion County 
 
Effect Finding, February 14, 2017: No Adverse Effect 
 
Description of Effects of the Preferred Alternative per Findings Document: The undertaking 
would take place within approximately 126 feet from the center of the bridge under Preferred 
Alternative C4. No traffic impacts are anticipated as part of this undertaking. The setting does 
not contribute to the engineering significance. Noise and traffic would not affect the integrity of 
this property since bridges are by their very nature intended to be in environments of traffic 
noise. The undertaking would have an effect on Marion County Bridge No. 4315 F due to the 
increased travel time to access the bridge, but that change will constitute a No Adverse Effect 
because it does not inhibit the ability of the resource to convey its engineering significance. 
 
Refined Preferred Alternative (RPA), August 2017: 

 Embankment construction and ditch work brings the edge of the RPA approximately 75 
feet from the bridge as was the case in C4. 

 Trees within the existing right-of-way of SR 37 would be cleared; no trees would be 
cleared on private land. 

 Though it was not noted in the earlier description of effects, the historic property will 
actually be at a greater distance from the roadway than it is at present. The existing 
northbound lane of SR 37 will be removed and the north and southbound lanes will shift 
to the west by approximately 80 feet.  

 FHWA and INDOT find that the undertaking would continue to have “No Adverse Effect” 
on this historic property. 
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Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House 
IHSSI No.: 097-392-85416 
8015 Bluff Road, Indianapolis, Perry Township, Marion County 
 
Effect Finding, February 14, 2017: No Adverse Effect 
 
Description of Effects of the Preferred Alternative per Findings Document: The undertaking is 
located approximately 1,670 feet from the property under Preferred Alternative C4. Noise will 
increase from 47.5 dBA in the current year to 54.5 dBA in design year 2045; this is not 
considered an adverse impact per INDOT’s noise policy. The Retreat House is set on a heavily 
wooded lot with limited visibility to the undertaking. Therefore, no change to the setting is 
anticipated. 
 
Refined Preferred Alternative (RPA), August 2017:  

 The RPA would continue to be located about 1,670 feet from the property.  
 No changes will occur to the heavily wooded lot and visibility would remain limited. 
 FHWA and INDOT find that the undertaking would continue to have “No Adverse Effect” 

on the Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House. 
 
 
Cleary-Barnett House 
8000 Bluff Road, Indianapolis, Perry Township, Marion County 
 
Effect Finding, February 14, 2017: No Adverse Effect 
 
Description of Effects of the Preferred Alternative per Findings Document: The undertaking is 
located approximately 1,900 feet from the property under Preferred Alternative C4. Noise will 
increase from 49.9 dBA in the current year to 55.2 dBA in design year 2045; this is not 
considered an adverse impact per INDOT’s noise policy. The Cleary-Barnett House is set on a 
heavily wooded lot with limited visibility to the undertaking. The topography and vegetation of 
the setting is not expected to change given the wooded setting of the property and the distance 
to the undertaking.  
 
Refined Preferred Alternative (RPA), August 2017: 
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 The RPA would continue to be located about 1,900 feet from the undertaking.  
 No changes will occur to the heavily wooded lot and visibility would remain limited. 
 FHWA and INDOT find that the undertaking would continue to have “No Adverse Effect” 

on the Cleary-Barnett House. 
 
Glennwood Homes Association Historic District 
Northwest corner of Stop 11 and Bluff Road, Indianapolis, Perry Township, Marion County 
 
Effect Finding, February 14, 2017: No Adverse Effect 
 
Description of Effects of the Preferred Alternative per Findings Document: The undertaking is 
located 578 feet from the property under Preferred Alternative C4. The district is set on a 
heavily wooded tract of land along Bluff Road. The neighborhood is accessed via Bluff Road and 
traffic is expected to decrease as a result of the undertaking at Bluff Road north of Stop 11 
Road, which is the entrance/access to the majority of resources within the district. The 
undertaking will be visible from the highest point of the neighborhood during times of the year 
without leaf cover. Vegetation will partially screen the undertaking form the district while the 
distance will further reduce its effects. 
 
Ambient noise levels have been measured at 54.3 dBA; these levels are predicted to increase to 
63.0 dBA at the receiver closest to the undertaking in the design year 2045, which is not 
considered adverse per INDOT’s noise policy. 
 
Refined Preferred Alternative (RPA), August 2017:  

 No change at this location.  
 FHWA and INDOT find that the undertaking would continue to have “No Adverse Effect” 

on the Glennwood Homes Association Historic District. 
 
 
Le Ciel (Charles Laughner House) 
7719 Belmont Avenue, Indianapolis, Perry Township, Marion County  
 
Effect Finding, February 14, 2017: No Adverse Effect 
 
Description of Effects of the Preferred Alternative per Findings Document: The mainline of 
Preferred Alternative C4 is located approximately 70 feet from the historic boundary of the 
home. In addition, Belmont Avenue, which passes in front of the property, will be closed to 
traffic and will be turned to a cul-de-sac. Le Ciel is set on a heavily wooded tract of land on a 
high elevation but the home is visible during the winter months; thus, during part of the year 
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the home will have a view of the undertaking and perhaps of the Southport Road interchange. 
Ambient noise levels have been measured at 56.9 dBA; these levels are predicted to increase to 
65.9 dBA in the design year 2045; which is not considered an adverse effect per INDOT’s noise 
policy. 
 
The property is presently located along Belmont Road and parallel to SR 37, but it is screened 
from these roadways much of the year. Although access to Belmont Road and SR 37 will 
change, the proximity of the house to the roadways will not be affected.  
 
Refined Preferred Alternative (RPA), August 2017:  

 The RPA is still about 70 feet from historic property boundary. 
 FHWA and INDOT find that the undertaking would continue to have “No Adverse Effect” 

on Le Ciel (Charles Laughner House). 
 
 
Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District  
Bluff Road at I-465, Indianapolis, Perry Township, Marion County 
 
Effect Finding, February 14, 2017: Adverse Effect 
 
Description of Effects of the Preferred Alternative per Findings Document: The district is located 
along the undertaking on both the north and the south side. The project would replace and 
widen the I-465 bridge over Bluff Road, which is located within the district. Mechanically 
stabilized earth (MSE) retaining walls would be used along the south side of I-465. A vegetated 
sideslope would be constructed along the north side I-465, west of Bluff Road. A combination of 
a vegetated side-slope and MSE walls would be constructed along north side of I-465, east of 
Bluff Road to avoid impacting electric transmission towers. The Contributing house located at 
4401 Bluff Road would be removed as part of the side-slope construction. The project would 
acquire a total of approximately 6.0 acres from the historic district in the four quadrants. Traffic 
along Bluff Road would decrease from 11,500 VPD in 2010 to 9,890 VPD in the year 2045. Daily 
truck traffic along Bluff Road would decrease from 240 to 105. The ambient noise level is 69.7 
dBA; in the design year 2045, the noise level would increase to 70.1 dBA, a difference of 0.4. 
Noise at the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District will not increase such that it 
will constitute an adverse impact, per INDOT’s noise policy.  
 
Refined Preferred Alternative (RPA), August 2017:  

 There are no substantive changes to the undertaking as shown in the RPA. 
 FHWA and INDOT find that the undertaking would continue to have an “Adverse Effect” 

on the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District. 



Memorandum, Refined Preferred Alternative 
I-69 Tier 2, Section 6 (Des. No.: 0300382)  13

 













































---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Kumar, Anuradha" <akumar@indot.in.gov>
To: "lpapenfort@peoriatribe.com" <lpapenfort@peoriatribe.com>, "dhunter@miamination.com" 
<dhunter@miamination.com>, "jbunch@unitedkeetoowahband.org" <jbunch@unitedkeetoowahband.org>, 
"melody.henry@nei-yahw.com" <melody.henry@nei-yahw.com>, "alvin@nei-yahw.com" <alvin@nei-
yahw.com>
Cc: "Allen, Michelle (FHWA)" <michelle.allen@dot.gov>, "Miller, Shaun (INDOT)" <smiller@indot.in.gov>, 
"Kennedy, Mary" <MKENNEDY@indot.in.gov>
Bcc:  
Date: Mon, 20 Mar 2017 11:54:58 +0000
Subject: I 69 Section 6 (Des. 0300382) Findings & Determinations
Dear Consulting Party:
Please see the attached letter from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). FHWA, in 
cooperation with the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT), is preparing an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Section 6 of the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis 
Tier 2 Studies (Des. No. 0300382; DHPA No.: 4615). Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (1966) requires Federal agencies to take into account the effects of their 
undertakings on historic properties. Historic properties are those properties that are listed 
in, or eligible for listing in, the National Register of Historic Places. 
Since the last consulting party meeting held on August 17, 2016, FHWA has signed the 
“Section 4(f) Compliance Requirements (for Historic Properties) and Section 106 
Findings and Determinations: Area of Potential Effects, Eligibility Determinations, 
Effect Finding” for Section 6 of the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies Project. 
You may access the signed “Findings and Determinations” as part of 
the 800.11 Documentation of Section 106 Finding of Adverse Effect for Section 6 of 
the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies Project (Des. No.: 0300382; DHPA 
No.: 4615) at the IN-SCOPE website located at the following 
link:http://netservices.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/Default.aspx. The Des No. is the 
most efficient search term, once in IN-SCOPE. Any invited consulting party who makes such 
a request within seven (7) days of receipt of this notification will receive a hard copy of this 
material.
The 800.11 documentation provides a summary of Section 106 consultation completed to 
date. We encourage all consulting parties to provide comments on the 800.11 
documentation and the suggested mitigation measures.  Please keep in mind that after this 
comment period, a draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will be prepared and 
distributed to all consulting parties for additional comment. 
To facilitate the development of this project, please respond with comments on this 
documentation by May 8, 2017 to Michelle Allen with FHWA at michelle.allen@dot.gov.
Thank you for your participation in this project.
 
Anuradha V. Kumar  
Manager
Cultural Resources Office
Environmental Services
Indiana Department of Transportation
100 N. Senate Ave., Room N642
Indianapolis, IN 46204
Office: (317) 234-5168
Cell: (317)-703-9996
Email: akumar@indot.in.gov 
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Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Electronic Section 106 Documentation Submittal System (e106) 

Form
MS Word format

Send to: e106@achp.gov

I. Basic information

1. Name of federal agency (If multiple agencies, state them all and indicate whether one is the
lead agency):

Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) with funding from Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA)

2. Name of undertaking/project (Include project/permit/application number if applicable):

I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Study: Section 6, State Road 39 to I-465 (Des No.: 0300382) 

3. Location of undertaking (Indicate city(s), county(s), state(s), land ownership, and whether it
would occur on or affect historic properties located on tribal lands):

The project is twenty-six miles long and passes through Morgan, Johnson, and Marion Counties, 
Indiana. Principal cities include Martinsville (Morgan County), Greenwood (Johnson County), and 
Indianapolis (Marion County). 
 
The undertaking will not occur on, or affect, historic properties located on tribal lands. 

4. Name and title of federal agency official and contact person for this undertaking, including
email address and phone number:

Agency Official: Mayela Sosa, Division Administrator, FHWA, Indiana (IN) Division 
Contact Person: Michelle Allen, Planning & Environmental Specialist, FHWA—IN Division 
Address:  575 North Pennsylvania Street, Rm. 254 

Indianapolis, IN 46204 
Phone:   (317) 226-7492 
Email:   Michelle.Allen@dot.gov 

5. Purpose of notification. Indicate whether this documentation is to:

The purpose of this documentation is to notify the ACHP of the finding of “Historic Properties 
Affected: Adverse Effect” and to invite the ACHP to participate in Section 106 consultation. 
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II. Information on the Undertaking*

1. Describe the undertaking and nature of federal involvement (if multiple federal agencies
are involved, specify involvement of each):

 
The project is the construction of Section 6 of I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis. The Section 6 
corridor is located along the SR 37 and covers a distance of approximately twenty-six miles 
through Morgan, Johnson, and Marion Counties before terminating at I-465 in Indianapolis, 
Indiana. The project also proposes to improve I-465 from approximately Mann Road to US 31. 
The I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis project, which is approximately 142 miles in length, is a 
component of the congressionally designated national I-69 corridor extending more than 
2,100 miles from the Canadian border to the Mexican border.  
 
The project area for the SR 37 alternatives of I-69 Section 6 is comprised of rural and 
urban/suburban environments. Those portions of Martinsville and Indianapolis contained 
within I-69 Section 6 are characterized as being predominately clustered modern suburban 
residential developments along major roads with retail, commercial, and industrial nodes at 
major intersections and along SR 37. The area becomes more commercial and industrial near 
Indianapolis. Rural areas of the SR 37 alternatives for I-69 Section 6 are characterized by a 
scattering of commercial and retail businesses along SR 37, with a mix of agricultural land 
occupied by small farms, modern houses and modern residential developments, and forested 
land. 
 
The Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis project 
concluded in March 2004. FHWA selected a corridor— Alternative 3C—in its Record of 
Decision (ROD) and divided the corridor into six Tier 2 sections for detailed study. Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470f), 
mandates federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings—i.e., 
projects wholly or partially funded, permitted, or licensed by a Federal agency—on historic 
properties. FHWA has allocated federal funds to INDOT to use for the Tier 2 Studies of the I-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis Project. 
 
On April 29, 2004, FHWA issued a Notice of Intent (NOI) for Section 6 of I-69. In 2006, 
environmental efforts in I-69 Section 6 were minimized to include only critical management 
and public outreach activities while other sections of the I-69 undertaking were being 
completed. On October 15, 2014, FHWA published a revised NOI in the Federal Register to 
advise the public and resource agencies that Tier 2 studies in I-69 Section 6 were resuming. 
The revised NOI indicated that the range of alternatives may include alternatives outside of 
the corridor selected in the Tier 1 ROD. All alternatives evaluated connect Section 5 of I-69 in 
Martinsville with I-465 in Indianapolis. On March 29, 2016, INDOT and FHWA announced that 
Section 6 would follow the SR 37 corridor. 

2. Describe the Area of Potential Effects: 

In 2004, FHWA in consultation with the Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology-State 
Historic Preservation Officer (DHPA-SHPO), utilized an aboveground Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
for I-69 Section 6 that centered on the Tier 1 Corridor (Alternative 3C), a 2,000-foot-wide corridor on 
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either side of current SR 37. This APE was expanded or contracted based on topography. It took into 
account possible interchanges, grade separations, and local access road locations that were known 
at that time. In some areas of relatively flat relief, the APE was expanded to incorporate any 
potential physical, temporary and long term visual, atmospheric, or audible impacts or alterations to 
aboveground resources eligible to be listed in, or listed in, the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP). As required by the Tier 1 ROD and the Tier 1 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for Section 
106, the southern terminus of the I-69 Section 6 APE overlapped the adjoining APE of I-69 Section 5. 
DHPA-SHPO concurred with the APE in a letter dated June 25, 2005. 
 
In 2015, after the NOI was issued, the APE from 2004 was re-evaluated. As a basis for expanding or 
reducing the APE, the historians utilized the largest footprint for all SR 37 alternatives, provided on 
January 30, 2015. After a review of the area, the historians recognized that any reduction of the APE 
from 2004 would be relatively minor; therefore, historians recommended that the APE established 
in 2004 should not be reduced since it had been reviewed by consulting parties and concurred with 
by the DHPA-SHPO in a letter dated June 25, 2004. Along SR 37, where there was less than a 2,000 
foot buffer from the most recent SR 37 alternatives, the APE was expanded to approximately 2,000 
feet from the mainline so as to take into account possible effects at these locations. In general, the 
areas of expansion in 2015 occurred where overpasses and interchanges might be built. Along I-465 
(an already existing highway), the APE was drawn to be only 1,000 feet on either side of the 
interstate, a methodology consistent with the Tier 1 APE. (The Tier 1 APE was drawn 1,000 feet on 
either side of I-70.) DHPA-SHPO concurred with the revised APE in a letter dated March 10, 2015. 
 
When design plans were further refined in 2016, project historians again examined the 
appropriateness of the APE. Consistent with the methodology utilized during the previous surveys 
for I-69 Studies, in areas where a new terrain road was introduced, historians extended the APE one 
mile initially and then reduced the APE as the topography and other environmental factors 
warranted. Historians drew the APE to extend at least 1,000 feet along I-465 and 1,000 feet from 
any access road that was included in the new design plans. 
 
Modifications to the APE in 2016 took into account interchanges, overpasses, and changes to the 
project footprint not previously shown on plans for Alternatives C1, C2, and C3. The APE from 2015 
was modified in areas where revised plans showed right-of-way extending beyond the boundary of 
the APE, or where the proposed new right-of-way was closer than 1,000 feet to the outer edge of 
the APE, or where a new potential detour route for local traffic might occur outside the APE. 
Specifically, the APE was expanded at I-465, Smith Valley Road to Morgantown Road, Travis Road to 
Mullinix Road, Egbert Road, Robin Run Court, and Jordan Road/Burton Lane. DHPA-SHPO concurred 
with the modified APE in a letter dated July 14, 2016. 
 
The APE for archaeological resources, per 36 CFR 800.16(d), has been defined through consultation 
with the DHPA-SHPO as the right-of-way for the preferred alternative; thus, the archaeological APE 
is the project footprint. 

3. Describe steps taken to identify historic properties: 

Historic property evaluations for I-69 Section 6 have been conducted in accordance with Section 106 
of the NHPA of 1966, as amended, 54 U.S.C. 302, and its implementing regulations, 36 CFR Part 800 
(2016). Historic properties include buildings, structures, sites, objects, and/or districts. All work 
described in this section was conducted by qualified professionals who meet the standards set forth 
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by the U.S. Department of the Interior in 36 CFR Parts 61 and 68 and the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation (48 FR 44716). These qualified 
professionals are registered with DHPA-SHPO. 

Data Collection 

2004-2008 Study 

Pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.4(b), project historians conducted a literature review to identify previously 
inventoried aboveground resources located in the APE of I-69 Section 6 in May and June 2004. The 
historic context for Southwestern Indiana and data on potentially eligible aboveground resources 
from the I-69 Tier 1 Study formed the baseline for the study. Historians reviewed published 
literature for information pertinent to the history and architecture of Morgan, Johnson, and Marion 
Counties before delving into more specific research topics. They conducted research in the Indiana 
Historic Sites and Structures Inventory (IHSSI) located at the DHPA-SHPO, the list of properties 
included in the NRHP and the Indiana Register of Historic Sites and Structures (State Register), and 
DHPA surveys of historic bridges and railroad resources. Research was conducted at the Indiana 
State Library, Indiana State Archives, Indiana Historical Society, Marion County Public Library in 
Indianapolis, Morgan County Public Library in Martinsville, and Johnson County Library in Franklin. 
Project historians reviewed primary and secondary resources, such as state and county histories, 
atlases, and maps, newspaper clipping files, historic aerial photographs, and the United States 
Census records. Interviews were conducted in some cases with local historians or residents who 
were knowledgeable about the history of a particular resource or area.  

Ongoing consultation occurred with the staff of the DHPA-SHPO, with respect to eligibility and to 
specific types of historic resources. Other individuals and organizations were consulted for specific 
information or for knowledge of historic trends and resources. Consultation occurred with the 
Morgan County Historian, Traditional Arts Indiana, and the Morgan County Historic Preservation 
Society. 

On July 2, 2004, a consulting party meeting was held, at which time the project team asked 
consulting parties for information regarding known historic properties.  

To conduct the survey, project historians drove all the roads in the APE to identify and document 
aboveground resources. Aboveground resources were examined to determine whether they were of 
an age to be eligible for listing in the NRHP, i.e., at least fifty years of age (built before 1955). Then 
aboveground resources were further examined to determine whether they retained sufficient 
integrity to receive a rating, per the IHSSI. Resources with sufficient integrity were photographed 
and surveyed, and location notes were recorded. A total of 113 resources were identified as 
meriting a Contributing, Notable, or Outstanding rating, including sixty-four properties that had not 
been previously documented. Ten IHSSI properties were found to be demolished. Historians 
carefully reviewed the field data, looking for concentrations of similarly styled buildings or 
structures that might be connected by historic theme. They found a number of historic farmsteads 
but none in such proximity and with such integrity that the collection would constitute a historic 
district. Further, they encountered the resources related to fisheries in and around Martinsville and 
explored the Bill Diddle-designed golf course at the Martinsville County Club along SR 37.  
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In July through December 2004, supplementary research was conducted as more intensive fieldwork 
progressed to gather additional information on individual properties and to develop the historic 
context for the APE (1800 to 1955). On January 10, 2005, an informal discussion was held with the 
Chief of Registration and Survey at the DHPA-SHPO to discuss integrity and significance of the 
following property types or specific properties: bridges, Aldrich Farm, Sutton House, Nutter House, 
Top Notch Farm, and Grassyfork Fisheries.  

A Draft Historic Property Report (HPR) was published in summer 2005 and discussed at the Second 
Consulting Party Meeting held August 31, 2005. Historians noted that the East Washington Street 
Historic District (NR-1313) was listed in the NRHP in 1997 and recommended the following 
properties as eligible for listing in the NRHP:  

Morgan County Bridge No. 224 (NBI No. 55001421; IHSSI No. 109-386-60030);  

Top Notch Farm (IHSSI No. 109-386-60028);  

W.E. Nutter House (IHSSI No. 109-386-64053);  

Grassyfork Fisheries (IHSSI No. 109-386-60012);  

Stockwell Bridge (IHSSI No.: 109-386-60053; NBI No.: 5500043);  

Morgan County Bridge No. 166 (109-428-30017; NBI No.: 5500153); and 

John Sutton House (IHSSI No. 081-031-10002).  

In a letter dated September 7, 2005, DHPA-SHPO requested additional data as to why the Old SR 37 
Bridge over Crooked Creek1 had been not considered eligible. On October 24, 2005, additional data 
was provided to the DHPA-SHPO. On November 21, 2005, DHPA-SHPO replied that based on the 
additional information, the office did not have “any further concerns regarding the bridge.”  

On August 28, 2006, a Draft Phase Ia [Archaeological] Literature Review Section 6, SR 39 to I-465 
(Trader 7/31/06) was received by the DHPA-SHPO. On December 21, 2006, DHPA-SHPO responded 
to that report with comments and questions.  

The final HPR published in 2008, formalized the recommendations of the draft Historic Property 
Report. 

On July 25, 2008, DHPA-SHPO responded that the staff agreed “with the recommendations in the 
HPR regarding the eligibility or ineligibility” of resources in Section 6.  

No other comments were received at that time. 

2015-2016 Study 

As noted above, the NOI was issued on October 15, 2014. In 2015, in advance of re-initiating 
consultation, INDOT charged historians with conducting an Additional Information (AI) Study, with 
the purpose of identifying and evaluating properties that had come “of age” since the last survey or 
properties that may have achieved significance in the past ten years. In order to initiate the AI 
survey, project historians met with staff of the DHPA-SHPO, INDOT-Cultural Resources Office (CRO) 

                                                           
1 Note that this bridge does not have an NBI number or a county bridge number because it is located on an abandoned stretch of 
Old SR 37.
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and FHWA on January 13, 2015, to discuss an identification and evaluation methodology of the 
recent past properties prior to beginning the survey. Then on February 17, 2015, additional 
information regarding the project was provided to the DHPA-SHPO staff at a Resource Agency 
Meeting.  

On March 10, 2015, the staff of the DHPA-SHPO sent a letter that expressed concern about using the 
guidelines in the 3.C.1 National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 723, “A 
Model for Identifying and Evaluating the Historic Significance of Post-World War II Housing” that 
historians had proposed using and asked that the guidelines prepared by the DHPA-SHPO be 
followed as well. A follow up conference call on March 13, 2015, resulted in agreement to use 
“Guidelines for Evaluating National Register Eligibility of Mid Century Modern Housing and Post-War 
Suburbs,” a handout about eligibility of recent past properties, provided by DHPA as part of Section 
106 Seminar on February 20, 2015, instead of NCHRP Report 723. 

As part of the AI Study, historians conducted a review of the NRHP, National Historic Landmark 
(NHL) Program, State Register, Historic American Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering 
Record (HABS/HAER), State Historical Architectural and Archaeological Research Database 
(SHAARD), IHSSI, Morgan County: Interim Report, Johnson County: Interim Report, Marion County, 
Decatur, Perry, and Franklin Townships: Interim Report, and the Indiana Historic Bridge Inventory for 
previously identified properties. Historians carefully reviewed the I-69 Section 6 Tier 2 HPR (2008) 
and the results of the Section 106 consultation for this undertaking. The historians further reviewed 
the prior AI studies for other sections of I-69 for relevant historical and architectural trends within 
the I-69 APE. 

In conducting research for the AI study, historians examined primary and secondary resources. 
Historians conducted research at the Indiana State Library, Indiana Historical Society Library, 
Johnson County Public Library, Johnson County Historical Society, Indianapolis Historic Preservation 
Commission, the Department of Metropolitan Development for the City of Indianapolis, Marion 
County Assessor’s Office, Marion County Clerk’s Office (microfilm records), Indianapolis Division of 
Planning, Indianapolis Division of Parks and Recreation, Johnson County Plat Office, and Johnson 
County Recorder’s Office. 

Documentary research for the project included a review of county histories, city directories, historic 
photographs, county historic topographical maps (USGS), historic aerials, historic fire insurance 
maps, plat maps, and online resources. Mapping and aerial photographs available through Indiana 
University Libraries and City of Indianapolis websites were especially helpful.  

Consultation occurred with the Eli Lilly & Company Archivist; a representative from the Perry 
Township/Southport Historical Society; seven property owners of homes in the Glennwood Homes 
Association neighborhood; the president of Glenn's Valley Conservation Club; the pastor and a 
board member of Glenn's Valley United Methodist Church; a representative of the Indianapolis 
Division of Planning; a representative of the Indianapolis Department of Parks and Recreation; the 
Chief of Registration and Survey at the DHPA-SHPO; the staff of the SHPO; and fifteen private 
citizens with an interest in the project. 

In order to begin identification, the historians assembled data from the 2004/2005 survey, SHAARD, 
and other Section 106 projects that historians had conducted over the past years. In addition, they 
geo-rectified and reviewed historic-era and modern topographical quadrangle maps in order to 
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collect known data that would serve as a baseline for the survey. This assemblage of data helped 
identify subdivisions constructed between 1955 and 1972.2  Topographical maps were compared to 
available Geographic Information System (GIS) data to determine date of construction for properties 
built between 1955 and 1980 that are not in subdivisions. Note that quadrangle maps for much of 
this area are based on a 1965 map, “Photo Revised” to 1980. In order to further refine the number 
of properties to survey, W&A researched county GIS databases to define those properties 
constructed during, or prior to, 1972.  

Sample research was conducted on identified subdivisions constructed between 1965 and 1980 to 
ascertain those with the majority of homes constructed during, or prior to, 1972. The staff reviewed 
available USGS aerial photographs (available at http://earthexplorer.usgs.gov/) and obtained select 
historic aerials for the APE for Morgan, Johnson, and Marion Counties to augment the data on the 
topographical maps and county GIS. In this way, they were able to identify individual properties 
constructed between 1955 and 1972 as much as possible prior to survey. 

Then a reconnaissance-level survey was conducted to verify the existence and general status of 
properties rated Contributing or higher in the previous survey (2004/2005; HPR, 2008) and to survey 
properties constructed during, or prior to, 1972 in parts of the APE that been expanded since the 
earlier survey. The historians took photos with embedded Global Positioning System (GPS) data of 
properties built between 1955 and 1972 within the original APE. Historians used ArcGIS Collector to 
record location information and tie that information with photographs of properties. ArcGIS 
Collector assigned a numeric identification (Field Identification Number [FID]) to each recorded 
location, which was used as the survey number for new or previously unrecorded properties. 

Historians reviewed all properties included in the 2004/2005 survey from public right of way to 
ascertain if there were obvious changes in status. (It was during this endeavor that historians 
recognized that the status of the Reuben Aldrich Farm had changed as the pool of nearby existing 
agricultural resources had diminished.) It was also during this survey that they identified and 
documented properties within the 2004 APE that had been surveyed in the IHSSI but not 
documented in the HPR (2008). 

Per discussions with DHPA-SHPO, historians evaluated subdivisions and neighborhoods as a whole 
for NRHP eligibility. This began with a reconnaissance-level survey considering each development as 
a district. Staff took representative photos of buildings, streets, and landscape elements within the 
subdivision, sometimes video recording the district in order to document the relationships between 
the buildings, streets, and landscape elements. They also made notes on building forms, styles, 
layout, and design, when appropriate. Historians noted for further study those subdivisions and 
neighborhoods that appeared to possess a higher level of integrity. In all, the historians recorded 
1,047 individual resources and created 115 recordings of subdivisions. 

Keeping in mind prior consultation with the staff of DHPA-SHPO, historians then began a review of 
the reconnaissance-level photographs and digital video recordings taken of all properties 
constructed between 1955 and 1972 in the APE. Staff members individually evaluated the rating of 
the properties that had been assigned in the field and then met to discuss any changes in rating that 
ought to be made. For individual resources of Mid-Century Modern or Ranch styles, historians 

                                                           
2 In consultation with INDOT-CRO, the historians utilized the date of 1972 because it is 50 years prior to the 
issuance of the NOI, plus five years to account for the likely time for the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) process to be concluded and for the I-69 Section 6 project to be approved.
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looked for properties with a high level of integrity; most properties of this vintage have been 
modified with modern vinyl garage doors, replacement windows, and/or new entry doors. These 
changes seemed very evident, given the relatively modest architectural scale and profile of many of 
these properties. However, minor changes did not disqualify a property if it appeared to be a good 
example of type, architect-designed, or to present more architectural refinements than one would 
anticipate in a standard house from the period. 

More intensive research began then as historians updated the historic context for the recent past to 
ascertain historic significance for properties that might be eligible for Criteria A and B. Field visits 
were conducted on properties that might be eligible or that could not be viewed during the 
reconnaissance-level survey from public right of way. 

Historians also conducted an intensive-level survey of subdivisions or neighborhoods that appeared 
to possess integrity in terms of individual dwellings but also in terms of design trends (such as 
common setbacks and landscaping). Where appropriate, historians conducted background research 
on the neighborhood/subdivision, its occupants, and/or the neighborhood’s builder/developer 
and/or compared it to others previously listed in the NRHP in Indiana in order to establish and 
evaluate significance under Criteria A and C. At times this took the form of looking at the “core”—
the architectural or design essence of a subdivision—as requested by the DHPA-SHPO. For 
significance under Criterion C, this core reflects a style or design trend, has high integrity, is architect 
or master-builder designed, has few “typical stock designs,” and can be quantified as locally 
significant. Those subdivisions that appeared to possess a moderate or higher eligibility potential 
were marked for consultation with the DHPA-SHPO. 

During this evaluation, a field meeting with the agencies, including the staff of DHPA-SHPO was held 
on May 14, 2015. The purpose of this visit was to discuss field methodology and to review those 
individual resources and districts that could be eligible for listing in the NRHP and to contrast those 
with individual resources and districts the historians considered not eligible. After this meeting, the 
historians conducted targeted research to answer questions that arose during the field visit.  

Finally, historians reviewed all surveyed properties once more and documented those individual 
resources receiving a Contributing rating (consistent with DHPA survey standards) or higher in a 
property table.  

In keeping with survey methodology of the DHPA, neighborhoods were considered either eligible or 
not eligible for listing in the NRHP and no neighborhood is considered to have Contributing status. 
NRHP-eligible neighborhoods were discussed in Historic Property Report Additional Information (“AI 
No. 1”).  

Historians published the Historic Property Report Additional Information (“AI No. 1”) on September 
2, 2015, and the report was made available to consulting parties, the Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officers (THPOs) who had accepted consultation, and the DHPA-SHPO on November 19, 2015. The 
report identified the resources recommended as eligible for listing in the NRHP in the HPR (2008) 
and noted that the Grassy Forks Fisheries had been listed in the NRHP as the Grassyforks Fisheries 
Farm No. 1 since the publication of the HPR in 2008. Also, since the publication of the HPR, the 
Indiana Historic Bridge Inventory (2009) had identified the following bridges as NRHP-eligible: 
Marion Co Br. 4513F (NBI No. 4900484), Morgan Co. Br. 166 (IHSSI No.: 109-428-30017; NBI No. 
5500153), Morgan Co. Br. 224 (IHSSI No.: 109-386-60030; NBI No. 5500142), and Stockwell 
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Bridge/Morgan Co. Br. 56 (IHSSI No.: 109-386-60053; NBI No.: 5500049)3. Additionally, the following 
resources were recommended eligible for listing in the NRHP: Southside German Market Gardeners 
Historic District, Glennwood Homes Association Historic District, Travis Hill Historic District, Le Ciel 
(Charles Laughner House), Cleary-Barnett House, Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House (IHSSI 
No.: 097-392-85416), and Reuben Aldrich Farm (IHSSI No.: 109-428-30009).  

SHPO agreed with the recommendations of eligibility in the report in a letter dated December 21, 
2015.  

In 2016, the APE was expanded to account for impacts that might occur as a result of design changes 
to Alternatives C1, C2, and C3. Historians utilized the same methodology as previously used in 2015, 
taking into account interchanges, overpasses, and changes to the project footprint not previously 
shown on plans for the three alternatives, especially in those areas where design plans extended 
beyond the boundary of the APE, or where the proposed new right of way is closer than 1,000 feet 
to the outer edge of the APE, or where the potential detour route for local traffic would occur 
outside the APE. 

Historians employed the research and survey methodology utilized in the AI No. 1 (2015). The 
historic context from that report informed the evaluations for this project. Since the areas of 
expanded APE had not been surveyed or documented in the HPR (2008), any property constructed 
prior to 1955 meriting a rating of Contributing or higher was documented and photographed. Any 
housing addition constructed between 1955 and 1972 was digitally recorded on video. 

Historians again reviewed the NRHP, NHL Program, State Register, HABS/HAER, SHAARD, IHSSI, 
Morgan County: Interim Report, Johnson County: Interim Report, Marion County, Decatur, Perry, and 
Franklin Townships: Interim Report, the Indiana Historic Bridge Inventory, I-69 Section 6 Tier 2 HPR 
(2008), AI No.1 (2015), and the results of the Section 106 consultation for this undertaking. 
Documentary research for the project included a review of county histories, historic photographs, 
county historic topographical maps (USGS), historic aerials, plat maps, and on-line resources. 
Mapping and aerial photographs available through Indiana University Libraries and the City of 
Indianapolis websites were especially helpful.  

Historians obtained information from the owner of the Pearcy House and Clear Creek Fisheries 
(IHSSI No.: 109-386-60015). Further, historians consulted with the Chief of Registration & Survey at 
the DHPA-SHPO about eligibility in a meeting held April 21, 2016, and later with the staff of DHPA-
SHPO in a site visit held May 2, 2016. 

A reconnaissance-level survey was conducted in March 2016 and concluded with an intensive-level 
survey in April 2016. The historians took photos with embedded GPS data of all surveyed properties 
within the expanded APE and used ArcGIS Collector to record location information and tie that 
information to photographs of properties. ArcGIS Collector assigned a numeric identification to each 
recorded location, which was used as the survey number for new or previously unrecorded 
properties. For subdivisions and neighborhoods, a reconnaissance-level survey was conducted to 
assess the area’s potential as a district, using the same methodology as employed in 2015. Those 
resources that did not meet at least one of the NRHP criteria and/or did not retain integrity were 
recommended not to be eligible for listing in the NRHP during this evaluation process. 

                                                           
3 Note that during a site visit in March 2016, historians found that the Stockwell Bridge had been demolished and replaced.
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Following the reconnaissance, consultants met with staff of INDOT and DHPA-SHPO to discuss a 
potentially eligible resource within the expanded APE on April 21, 2016. (That meeting also included 
a discussion of the status of the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District identified in AI 
No. 1.) On May 2, 2016, a Section 106 tour was provided to the DHPA-SHPO to review the 
relationship of the undertaking to historic resources, to discuss properties within the expanded APE, 
and to review the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District. At that meeting, historians 
conveyed the results of research conducted on the history of the houses surrounding I-465 in the 
Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District.  

The AI Memorandum No. 2 (“AI No. 2”) was completed in June 2016 and made available to SHPO, 
THPOs, and consulting parties on June 15, 2016. The historians identified fifty-seven resources 
considered or rated Contributing or higher and recommended the Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek 
Fisheries (IHSSI No. 109-386-60015) as eligible for listing in the NRHP. SHPO concurred with the 
recommendation of the AI No. 2 in a letter dated July 14, 2016.  

Archaeology 

Per 36 CFR 800.4(b)(2), a phased approach has been developed and used to accomplish Tier 2 
archaeological research and evaluation tasks. For the I-69 Tier 2 EIS, archaeological research 
included literature review, background research, and site files research at DHPA-SHPO and other 
pertinent repositories. Information pertaining to previously recorded sites within a 2,000-foot-wide 
study corridor, identified in the Tier 1 EIS, was gathered in 2006. The information was updated and 
expanded in 2015 to include previously documented archaeological sites within the I-69 Section 6 
Preliminary Alternatives study area encompassed by the five Preliminary Alternatives B, D, C, K3 and 
K4 and a 1.5-mile (mi) buffer. 

Information gathered during the archaeological literature review of the DHPA-SHPO site files 
indicated that there are 496 previously-recorded archaeological sites within the I-69 Section 6 
Preliminary Alternatives study area. Site type, defined in the Tier 1 study, refers to the general 
period (prehistoric, historical, or both) of the site. If a site file did not list a temporal period, it was 
categorized as unidentified. Examination of the site types within I-69 Section 6 revealed that they 
span prehistoric, historical, and multicomponent prehistoric/historical periods. 

The November 2015 Phase Ia Archaeological Literature Review for Section 6, Preliminary 
Alternatives in Hendricks, Johnson, Marion and Morgan Counties detailed the results of the 
archaeological literature review for the I-69 Section 6 Preliminary Alternatives study area. This 
information was incorporated into the February 2016 Phase Ia Archaeological Survey 1 for Section 6, 
Indian Creek South of Martinsville to Teeters Road, Morgan County.  

A Phase Ia archaeological survey of portions of the Section 6 APE common to Alternatives B, D, K3, 
and K4 and Preferred Alternative C through Martinsville was conducted in 2015–2016. The Phase Ia 
field investigations employed a combination of field methods. These methods, along with the results 
of the archaeological survey are presented in the Phase Ia archaeological report.  

Shovel Testing was utilized in areas where ground surface visibility was less than 30%. This method 
consists of excavating 30-centimeter (cm) diameter shovel tests at 10-meter (m) or 15-m intervals 
(the intervals were decreased to 5 m when delineating the perimeter of an archaeological site). 
Intervals of 30 m were used in instances to confirm existing disturbances, such as road shoulders 
and residential landscaped yards. Shovel tests were excavated to a depth that penetrated subsoil by 
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a depth of 10 cm or the maximum possible depth. The fill from these shovel tests was screened 
through 0.25-inch (in), hardware cloth; all artifacts encountered were collected and provenienced to 
the shovel test and in relation to the soil horizons. A record was kept for all shovel tests excavated. 
This record includes soil profile, soil texture, Munsell soil color, and presence/absence of cultural 
materials. Landform boundaries, negative shovel probes, or project area limits determined recorded 
site boundaries. In areas of subsurface disturbance, the interval between shovel tests was increased 
or soil coring was substituted at the discretion of the field supervisor. 

Surface Survey/Collection was utilized in areas where the ground surface permitted at least 30% 
visibility. In most of these areas, the tilled fields exhibited ground surface visibility exceeding 80%. 
This method consists of visually examining the ground surface at a maximum of 10-m intervals. Once 
cultural materials were discovered, intervals no greater than 5 m were utilized in the site area and 
its vicinity. Typically, one or more shovel tests were excavated in the sites identified during the 
surface collection to better characterize soil conditions and artifact distributions in those site areas. 

Field notes and map notations were employed to record area designations, field conditions, located 
sites, and methods of investigation. Similar notes were taken for each site and included 
observations, methods of investigation, site size, and slope gradient, and direction. Notes were 
retained for all shovel probes, and include information on Munsell soil color, soil texture, 
presence/absence of cultural materials, and stratigraphy. All artifacts located in the field were 
bagged, with the date and provenience marked on the bag. At least one shovel test was excavated 
at every site surveyed, even if it was discovered by surface survey, in an effort to gain information 
on site stratigraphy. All site boundaries were recorded by GPS to sub-meter accuracy. 

The 2015/2016 Phase Ia archaeological investigations within portions of the project area common to 
Alternatives B, D, K3, and K4 and preferred alternative C identified seven previously unrecorded 
archaeological sites. The sites included:  three prehistoric isolated finds, one prehistoric artifact 
scatter, one historical artifact scatter, one historical house site, and one multicomponent 
prehistoric/historical scatter. One previously unrecorded site, a historic school, was located 
immediately adjacent to the northern end of the survey area but was not intensively investigated. 
One previously recorded Late Prehistoric village site, the Martinsville Plaza site (12-Mg-0052), was 
mapped within the APE but the site area was found in disturbed area and no cultural material was 
observed. Of the nine sites examined during the 2015-2016 archaeological investigations, seven 
were recommended as not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP (36 CFR 60.4[d]), and no additional 
archaeological investigations were recommended for these sites. Site 12-Mg-0556 was identified 
immediately adjacent to the survey area and was not intensively investigated or evaluated. Site 12-
Mg-0556 had insufficient data for an eligibility determination, and additional investigation was 
recommended if it cannot be avoided by the project. Phase Ia investigation and NRHP evaluation of 
this site will be undertaken by future survey. Portions of Site 12-Mg-0052 within the APE were found 
unlikely to contain intact deposits and no further investigation was necessary within the APE. 
However, the site boundaries should be marked and identified as a sensitive resource. One area 
south of Martinsville in the White River valley was identified with a high potential for buried cultural 
deposits, and a Phase Ic subsurface investigation was recommended. It is anticipated that the Phase 
Ic survey will be developed in consultation with the DHPA-SHPO. 

Those portions of the I-69 Section 6 archaeological APE that have not yet been surveyed for 
archaeological sites will be investigated through a Phase Ia archaeological survey prior to 
preparation of the Final EIS (FEIS). Should potentially significant sites be identified during the Phase 
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Ia surveys, additional testing through Phase Ib, Ic, or Phase II may be recommended to evaluate 
eligibility for the NRHP. The 2015-2016 Phase Ia survey identified one area south of Martinsville in 
the White River valley that requires a Phase Ic subsurface investigation. Site 12-Mg-0556 was 
encountered immediately adjacent to the northern end of the survey area that remains unevaluated 
and will require additional investigation during the next Phase Ia survey. The Phase Ia, Ib, Ic, or 
Phase II surveys may be completed prior to the publication of the FEIS. If they are not completed 
before the FEIS is published, the FEIS will include an MOA or Programmatic Agreement (PA) 
developed in consultation with the DHPA-SHPO. The MOA would include commitments to complete 
these Phase Ib, Ic, or Phase II surveys, including appropriate mitigation commitments in the event 
that NRHP-eligible sites are identified and would be adversely impacted or if additional 
archaeological survey work is warranted. If the results of this additional testing show that a Phase III 
is warranted, that work will be completed before construction on the project could begin at that 
site. 

4. Describe the historic property (or properties) and any National Historic Landmarks within the
APE (or attach documentation or provide specific link to this information):

Morgan County Bridge 224 (NBI No.: 5500142; Select) 
Morgan County Bridge No. 224 is a three-span, Warren pony truss with concrete deck, abutments, 
wingwalls, and piers that was completed in 1925. Each span has seven panels. The length of the 
riveted structure is approximately 236 feet. Morgan County Bridge No. 224 was determined eligible 
as a Select Bridge in the Indiana Statewide Historic Bridge Inventory under Criterion C. The period of 
significance is 1925, the year of construction identified in the Inventory. 
 
Top Notch Farm 
Top Notch Farm is located around the base of Pollard Hill near SR 37 at Mahalasville Road in 
Martinsville. The property includes a simple one- and one-half story, frame farmhouse and several 
outbuildings relating to dairy farming. The house and garage were built in 1932. Most of the 
outbuildings date to the 1930s. The farm no longer functions as a dairy operation, but continues to 
be the center of a 576-acre crop farm. Top Notch Farm retains integrity and is eligible for inclusion in 
the NRHP under Criterion A. The period of significance is 1932 to circa 1950. 
 
East Washington Street Historic District 
The East Washington Street Historic District is a residential extension of a main commercial street in 
the town of Martinsville. Much of the area was developed between about 1880 and 1930. The most 
prevalent architectural styles are Queen Anne and Colonial Revival. Also represented are the Second 
Empire, Craftsman, Free Classic, Bungalow, Italianate, Stick, Shingle, and Prairie styles. Vernacular 
types include gable-front, gabled-ell, and double-pen houses. Mature shade trees extend on both 
sides of Washington Street and are important in defining the district’s character. Other contributing 
elements are sandstone curbs, iron fences, and brick and stone retaining walls. The East Washington 
Street Historic District was listed in the NRHP in 1997 and is significant under Criteria A and C. The 
period of significance is 1869 to circa 1940. 
 
W.E. Nutter House 
The W. E. Nutter House appears to be unaltered, is in excellent condition, and is distinctive for its 
degree of architectural detail. The two-story, three-bay house is basically an American Foursquare in 
massing, with a sun porch extending on the west side of the house and a porte cochere on the east 
side. Noteworthy architectural details include leaded glass windows and doors, stone accents, 
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modillions under the eaves, and a pantile roof. There is a small, unattached garage to the rear of the 
property that matches the style and materials of the house. The W. E. Nutter House retains integrity 
and is eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C. The period of significance is circa 1915. 
 
Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries 
The Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries complex is situated on the east side of Hess Road, 
approximately 0.33 miles south of SR 44. The property consists of a Central Passage House (circa 
1870) and five agricultural buildings dating to the historic period including a smokehouse, tool 
shed/corn crib, small barn, and two utility sheds (all circa 1920); the large fishery (1934) includes a 
barn and complex of ponds east of the main outbuildings. Intact transportation networks show the 
relationship between the house, the small collection of agricultural outbuildings, and the fisheries. 
The fishery includes eighty-eight actively farmed ponds containing eight varieties of commercial 
game fish. A modern pole barn southwest of the earlier fishery barn dates to circa 2010. This 
property is eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and C (house only) for significance in the 
areas of Agriculture and Architecture. The period of significance is circa 1870 to 1972. 
 
Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1  
The Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1 consists of a main building, several accessory buildings and 
structures, and dozens of goldfish breeding and hatching ponds. The Office and Display Room, built 
in 1936, is located near Old 37 (also known as Morgan Road) within the APE for this project and is a 
two-story commercial structure with Prairie-style massing and details. The Office and Display Room 
was constructed along Old SR 37 as a sales and service building. It was expected to “draw hundreds 
of visitors each week” according to a newspaper article quoted in the NRHP nomination form. 
Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1 was listed in the NRHP in 2012. It is significant under Criteria A, B, 
and C with a period of significance from 1936 to 1960. 
 
Reuben Aldrich Farm  
The Reuben Aldrich Farm (also known as Big Bend Farm) consists of three buildings: an Italianate-
style house, a barn, and a garage. The house dates from 1869; the barn is antebellum, with post-Civil 
War improvements and additions; and the garage appears to date from circa 1915. The house is 
prominently sited on a rise and bend of Old SR 37. It is constructed of red brick laid in common bond 
with limestone details, such as round-arched windows with corbels, keystones, and spring stones. 
The barn, located southwest of the house, was built as a bank barn and was enlarged around 1869 
at the time that the house was built. There may be an unmarked cemetery a short distance west of 
the house and north of the barn. The Reuben Aldrich Farm is eligible for listing in the NRHP under 
Criteria A and C, for Agriculture and Architecture. The period of significance is circa 1869 to 1915. 
 
Morgan County Bridge No. 166 (NBI No.: 5500153; Select) 
Morgan County Bridge No. 166 is a two-span, reinforced concrete slab. The deck is thirty-seven feet 
long and thirty-six feet wide, with two lanes. The bridge was determined eligible for listing in the 
NRHP as a Select bridge per the Indiana Statewide Historic Bridge Inventory. Bridge No. 166 is 
eligible under Criteria C, and the period of significance is 1925, the date of construction. 
 
Travis Hill Historic District 
Travis Hill Historic District (developed in 1962) was the first residential development in this area to 
take advantage of a vista provided by the hilltop location and the proximity of SR 37. The 
neighborhood district consists of five houses on five lots radiating from the Travis Place cul-de-sac 
atop Travis Hill. Each lot is about an acre in size. The houses are located close to the street, Travis 
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Place, providing large backyards that follow the slope of Travis Hill with sweeping vistas. Travis Hill 
Historic District is eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and C. The period of significance 
begins in 1962, the date that the first house was constructed, and ends in 1968, the date that the 
last house was constructed. 
 
John Sutton House 
The John Sutton House, constructed in 1875, is a two-story, brick, Italianate-style dwelling once part 
of a large Johnson County farm. It exhibits most of the hallmarks of the Italianate style, such as a 
low-pitched, hipped roof, bracketed cornice, and round arched windows. Noteworthy details include 
the spiral molding around window frames, keystones in arched openings, and detailed scrollwork on 
brackets. The house has a high degree of integrity, with original windows, doors, and porches all 
intact. The property is eligible under Criterion C for Architecture, and the period of significance is 
1875, the year of construction. 
 
Marion County Bridge No. 4513 F (NBI No.: 4900484; Non-Select) 
Marion County No. 4513 F is a reinforced concrete bridge constructed in 1954. The bridge, which 
has an open concrete balustrade, was determined NRHP eligible as a Non-Select Bridge in the 
Indiana Statewide Historic Bridge Inventory. The bridge is eligible under Criterion C, for Engineering, 
because it features variable depth construction, which “is an important innovation in bridge 
construction to achieve greater span distances than can be achieved with a traditional form.” The 
period of significance is 1954, the date of construction. 
 
Cleary-Barnett House 
The Cleary-Barnett House is located at the southwest corner of Stop 11 Road where it intersects 
with the diagonal Bluff Road. This classic Ranch house is sited at the apex of a small hill and built into 
the slope to take advantage of the uneven terrain. Built in the 1950s, the Cleary-Barnett House is a 
one-story house faced with random-coursed limestone ashlar resting on a full basement. A broad 
low chimney, also faced with limestone, punctuates the roof. Both the garage and the house are 
built into the slope of the lot with only the southwest corner of the basement exposed. The Cleary-
Barnett House retains high integrity and is eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C for 
Architecture. The period of significance is circa 1955, the date of construction. 
 
Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House  
The Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House is located in the center of Glenn’s Valley Nature Park 
north and east of the village of Glenn’s Valley. It is a two-story Colonial Revival-style house dating to 
1935. The house and twenty-seven acres of meadows and woods became part of the Indianapolis 
park system in 1992. The Retreat House is sited on high ground in a clearing surrounded by 
woodland. It has a side gable roof and is clad in bricks painted white. The house features such typical 
Colonial Revival details as a symmetrical façade, a two-story, Mount Vernon-style porch, an exterior 
end chimney, and sidelights bordering a central entrance. Most windows and doors are original. 
Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House is eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C for Architecture. 
The period of significance is 1935, the date of construction. 
 
Glennwood Homes Association Historic District 
The Glennwood Homes Association neighborhood is an excellent example of a post-war residential 
neighborhood as expressed in the outstanding examples of Modern and Ranch houses in Marion 
County, Indiana. Houses are of two styles of the era: Ranch and Modern. Glennwood Homes 
Association neighborhood consists of twenty-six irregularly shaped lots conforming to the rugged 
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terrain of the 46.5 acres. The lots are accessed by two curvilinear private roads that terminate into 
three cul-de-sacs. Three lots are designated as “Commons” providing for community use as gardens, 
recreation, and wildlife habitat. The neighborhood consists of twenty-three houses, twenty of which 
were constructed in the 1950s and 1960s. Three houses were constructed in the 1990s. Stylistically, 
87 percent of the twenty-three houses, as they were originally built, reflect the era of development 
of Glennwood Homes Association. They were designed and built in the popular Ranch style and the 
less common Modern style. These houses are sited to maximize the terrain of the lots providing 
vistas and privacy for their inhabitants. The Glennwood Homes Association Historic District is eligible 
under Criteria A and C. The period of significance is 1949, the date that the community was platted, 
and ends in the 1960s when it reached its present size. 
 
Le Ciel (Charles Laughner House) 
Le Ciel, the Charles Laughner House, a circa 1967 New Traditional French house, occupies the crown 
of a hill and is approached by a long, steep, serpentine, wooded driveway from Belmont Avenue. 
The house has three levels distinguished by three different materials, color, and textures: the brick 
first floor, the half-timbered second floor, and the massive steeply pitched hipped roof that is clad 
with asphalt shingles resembling slate. The core of the house is rectangular in plan crowned by the 
hipped roof. Two, one-story wings project north and south from the rectangular core of the house. 
Other noteworthy features and details include the exclusive use of casement windows; wrought-
iron bombe-shaped dormer balcony railings; a series of massive wooden corbels supporting the 
cantilevered second-story; a paved courtyard on the back (west) side of the house; and first-floor 
oriels on the north wall and north wing. Two, small free-standing companion outbuildings are also 
topped by steep hipped roofs with dormers and faux half-timber wall cladding. Le Ciel is eligible for 
the NRHP under Criterion C. The date of significance is circa 1967, the date of construction.  
 
Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District 
Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District is comprised of the small field/garden 
patterns, greenhouses, barns, sheds, and houses along Bluff Road that when combined, or taken as 
a whole, creates a definite “feeling” and “association” of a way of life. Market gardeners, as they 
were called in the twentieth century, lived and worked in a distinct community on the south side of 
Indianapolis; a portion of this community is located along Bluff Road within a section of the 
expanded APE (2015). A market garden property might include a house or houses, barns, 
greenhouses, and fields/gardens. The Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District is 
eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A and C. The period of significance is circa 1900 to 1972.  
 
Archaeology Site 12-Mg-0556 
Site 12-Mg-0556 is a late nineteenth to twentieth century historical school house. A brick foundation 
of the school and two wood frame structures were encountered immediately adjacent to the 
northern end of the area survey in 2015–2016. The site was photographed but not evaluated for 
eligibility. The DHPA-SHPO has stated that “insufficient information” is available for this site to 
determine if it is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. Avoidance or additional investigation is 
recommended to determine if the site is NRHP eligible. 
 
Alluvial Floodplain Test Area 
An alluvial floodplain area lies south of Martinsville in the White River valley and has the potential to 
contain buried archaeological sites. Phase Ic studies were recommended for this area. The DHPA-
SHPO has concurred that if these areas cannot be avoided by all project activities, the affected area 
will be subject to additional investigation to determine NRHP eligibility. In that case, a plan for 
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additional investigation will be submitted to the DHPA-SHPO for review and comment. 
 
There are no National Historic Landmarks within the I-69 Section 6 APE. 
 

5. Describe the undertaking’s effects on historic properties: 

Morgan County Bridge 224 (NBI No.: 5500142; Select) 
Morgan County Bridge No. 224 is currently closed to traffic. Project improvements under the 
preferred alternative are located nearly 600 feet from the location of Bridge No. 224 and will take 
place along the existing SR 37. Under the preferred alternative, Old SR 37 will be permanently closed 
to the new I-69 and the connecting pavement removed. Noise will not affect the integrity of this 
property since bridges are by their very nature intended to be in environments of traffic noise. The 
bridge will have a view to the undertaking.  
 
The undertaking will have an effect on Morgan County Bridge No. 224, but that effect will not be 
adverse.  
 
Top Notch Farm 
The preferred alternative located approximately 700 feet from Top Notch Farm, would include an 
interchange at SR 37 and Ohio Street/Mahalasville Road approximately 1,000 feet from the 
property. Ohio Street would be raised approximately twenty-five feet as it crosses I-69. Mahalasville 
Road would also be reconfigured north of its current location, and Southview Drive would be 
relocated adjacent to the historic property boundary. The existing intersection of Southview Drive 
and Commercial Boulevard at Ohio Street would be closed. The ambient noise reading for the farm 
is 49.6 A-weighted decibels (dBA); in the design year 2045, noise modelers project an increase of 8.3 
dBA to reach a 57.9 dBA with the construction of I-69. Neither the increase nor the projected design 
year noise level are considered an adverse effect, per INDOT’s noise policy.  
 
The effects of the undertaking will not alter the characteristics of the Top Notch Farm that are cause 
for its eligibility in the NRHP. The property is already in a disturbed setting with modern non-
agricultural buildings in proximity. It is the significance of the farm property itself rather than the 
setting that renders this resource eligible. The integrity of the farm will not be adversely impacted as 
a result of this project. 
 
East Washington Street Historic District 
The preferred alternative is located more than 4,000 feet from the boundary of the East Washington 
Street Historic District. The district is located in a dense, urban area of Martinsville and thus would 
not have a view to the undertaking. Noise and traffic increases would not occur as a result of the 
undertaking.  
 
The undertaking would have no effect of the East Washington Street Historic District. 
 
W.E. Nutter House 
The preferred alternative is located approximately 3,500 feet from the W.E. Nutter House. The 
Nutter House is located in a dense, urban area of Martinsville and thus, would not have a view to 
the undertaking. Noise and traffic increases would not occur as a result of the undertaking under 
any of the alternatives.  
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The undertaking would have no effect on the W.E. Nutter House. 
 
Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries 
The mainline of the preferred alternative is located over 3,000 feet from the Pearcy Farm and Clear 
Creek Fisheries. No improvements are planned along Hess Road as part of the construction, 
although traffic is projected to decrease over the “No Build” alternative as a result of this 
undertaking.  
 
The undertaking will not affect the Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries.  
 
Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1 
The preferred alternative will take place nearly 1,300 feet from the boundary of Grassyfork Fisheries 
Farm No. 1 along SR 37. The I-69 mainline will maintain the general elevation of existing SR 37 which 
is depressed in the area; SR 37 is not currently visible from the property, and the undertaking would 
not be elevated as part of the improvements to the mainline.  
 
Morgan Street will be reconstructed to join Old SR 37 north of the Country Club Road and Teeters 
Road will include an overpass. Traffic will increase in front of Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1. There 
will be a change in view produced by increasing traffic along Teeters Road. The ambient noise level 
at Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1 is 48.2 dBA; that level will increase to 55.7 dBA, a change of 7.5 
dBA, which is not considered adverse per INDOT’s noise policy. 
 
Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1 is not sensitive to noise and would not be affected by traffic changes 
that would result from the construction of this undertaking. These changes will not constitute an 
adverse effect. 
 
Reuben Aldrich Farm 
The I-69 Section 6 mainline would be located approximately 1,300 feet from the boundary of the 
farm, and the nearest project component would be the addition of an overpass connecting Big Bend 
Road and Tunnel Road. The overpass would tie into Big Bend Road approximately 650 feet from the 
historic property boundary. The overpass would be a local service road and would likely not be 
visible from the historic property boundary. Traffic is anticipated to increase as a result of the 
undertaking, particularly truck traffic. Old SR 37 was designed as a state road and can accommodate 
the traffic. However, the road would no longer be a low volume road and there are no plans to 
improve the road. Traffic levels are forecasted to increase from a base model year (2010) daily 
traffic count of 170 vehicles per day (VPD) to 1,410 VPD in the year 2045. Daily truck traffic would 
increase from 20 to 30 vehicles. The ambient noise level for the Reuben Aldrich Farm is 50.1 dBA, a 
level that is expected to increase to 52.6 dBA, an increase that will not be perceptible to the human 
ear. Therefore, there is not an adverse noise impact, per INDOT’s noise policy. 
 
The setting will be impacted: with the construction of an overpass over I-69, traffic will be 
redirected, resulting in an increase in traffic in front of the Reuben Aldrich Farm. The setting of this 
property is an aspect of its integrity that allows it to convey its significance. Therefore, the 
undertaking will have an adverse effect. 
 
Morgan County Bridge 166 (NBI No.: 5500153; Select) 
Mainline construction for the preferred alternative will take place approximately 3,500 feet from 
this property. An interchange improvement will occur along SR 144/CR 144, approximately 4,500 
from the bridge. No traffic increases along the Old SR 37, the roadway Morgan Co. Br. 166 carries, 



18  

are anticipated. Noise will not affect the integrity of this property since bridges are by their very 
nature intended to be in environments of traffic noise 
 
The undertaking will have no effect on Morgan County Bridge No. 166. 
 
Travis Hill Historic District 
A local access overpass is planned for Stones Crossing Road over proposed I-69 for the preferred 
alternative. These improvements will terminate adjacent to the historic property boundary. Travis 
Hill is located along a rise above the intersection of SR 37 and Stones Crossing Road. Trees would be 
cleared adjacent to the neighborhood and Stones Crossing would be re-aligned, altering the setting 
of the district. The Travis Hill Historic District would be affected by traffic changes and visual impacts 
that result from the construction of an overpass built as part of the undertaking and the clearing of 
about twenty trees lying outside the historic boundary. However, houses within the district are on 
heavily wooded lots and would not have a view to the undertaking during much of the year. Noise 
will increase from 53.9 dBA to 60.6 dBA at one of the receivers in the district. (The other receiver 
would experience a decrease in dBA.) The projected noise levels at these receivers do not rise to the 
level of an adverse effect, per INDOT’s noise policy. 
 
Therefore, these changes will not constitute an adverse effect on the Travis Hill Historic District. 
 
John Sutton House 
The undertaking will take place approximately 500 feet from the house under the preferred 
alternative. In addition, an interchange at County Line Road, situated nearly 1,700 feet from the 
John Sutton House, is proposed under the Preferred Alternative C4. The undertaking will result in a 
change of setting from the construction of the interchange. The ambient noise reading for the John 
Sutton House is 57.4 dBA; in the design year 2045, noise modelers project a noise reading of 64.0 
dBA or an increase of 6.6 dBA, which is below INDOT criteria for an adverse effect. However, setting 
is not key to the integrity and significance of this property; SR 37 and modern intrusions are already 
extant and these have not diminished its integrity.  
 
The undertaking would not adversely affect the John Sutton House.  
 
Marion County Bridge 4513 (NBI No.: 4900484; Non-Select) 
The undertaking would take place within approximately 126 feet from the center of the bridge 
under Preferred Alternative C4. No traffic impacts are anticipated as part of this undertaking. The 
setting does not contribute to the engineering significance. Noise and traffic would not affect the 
integrity of this property since bridges are by their very nature intended to be in environments of 
traffic noise. 
 
The undertaking would have an effect on Marion County Bridge 4315 F due to the increased travel 
time to access the bridge, but that change will constitute a No Adverse Effect because it does not 
inhibit the ability of the resource to convey its engineering significance. 
 
Cleary-Barnett House 
The undertaking is located approximately 1,900 feet from the property under Preferred Alternative 
C4. Noise will increase from 49.9 dBA in the current year to 55.2 dBA in design year 2045; this is not 
considered an adverse impact per INDOT’s noise policy. The Cleary-Barnett House is set on a heavily 
wooded lot with limited visibility to the undertaking.  
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The topography and vegetation of the setting is not expected to change given the wooded setting of 
the property and the distance to the undertaking; therefore, the effect will not be adverse.  
 
Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House 
The undertaking is located approximately 1,670 feet from the property under Preferred Alternative 
C4. Noise will increase from 47.5 dBA in the current year to 54.5 dBA in design year 2045; this is not 
considered an adverse impact per INDOT’s noise policy. The Retreat House is set on a heavily 
wooded lot with limited visibility to the undertaking. Therefore, no change to the setting is 
anticipated. 
 
The undertaking will have no adverse effect on the Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House. 
 
Glennwood Homes Association Historic District 
The undertaking is located 578 feet from the property under Preferred Alternative C4. The district is 
set on a heavily wooded tract of land along Bluff Road. The neighborhood is accessed via Bluff Road 
and traffic is expected to decrease as a result of the undertaking at Bluff Road north of Stop 11 
Road, which is the entrance/access to the majority of resources within the district. The undertaking 
will be visible from the highest point of the neighborhood during times of the year without leaf 
cover. Vegetation will partially screen the undertaking form the district while the distance will 
further reduce its effects. Ambient noise levels have been measured at 54.3 dBA; these levels are 
predicted to increase to 63.0 dBA at the receiver closest to the undertaking in the design year 2045, 
which is not considered adverse per INDOT’s noise policy. 
 
Therefore, the undertaking will have No Adverse Effect on the Glenwood Homes Association. 
 
Le Ciel (Charles Laughner House) 
The mainline of Preferred Alternative C4 is located approximately 70 feet from the historic boundary 
of the home. In addition, Belmont Avenue, which passes in front of the property, will be closed to 
traffic and will be turned to a cul-de-sac. Le Ciel is set on a heavily wooded tract of land on a high 
elevation but the home is visible during the winter months; thus, during part of the year the home 
will have a view of the undertaking and perhaps to the Southport Road interchange. Ambient noise 
levels have been measured at 56.9 dBA; these levels are predicted to increase to 65.9 dBA in the 
design year 2045; which is not considered an adverse effect per INDOT’s noise policy. 
 
The property is presently located along Belmont Road and parallel to SR 37, but it is screened from 
these roadways much of the year. Although access to Belmont Road and SR 37 will change, the 
proximity of the house to the roadways will not be affected. Therefore, Le Ciel will be affected by 
the undertaking, but not adversely. 
 
Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District 
The district is located along the undertaking on both the north and the south side. The project 
would replace and widen the I-465 bridge over Bluff Road, which is located within the district. 
Mechanically stabilized earth (MSE) retaining walls would be used along the south side of I-465. A 
vegetated side-slope would be constructed along the north side I-465, west of Bluff Road. A 
combination of a vegetated side-slope and MSE walls would be constructed along north side of I-
465, east of Bluff Road to avoid impacting electric transmission towers. The Contributing house 
located at 4401 Bluff Road would be removed as part of the side-slope construction. The project 
would acquire a total of approximately 6.0 acres from the historic district in the four quadrants. 
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Traffic along Bluff Road would decrease from 11,500 VPD in 2010 to 9,890 VPD in the year 2045. 
Daily truck traffic along Bluff Road would decrease from 240 to 105. The ambient noise level is 69.7 
dBA; in the design year 2045, the noise level would increase to 70.1 dBA, a difference of 0.4. Noise 
at the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District will not increase such that it will 
constitute an adverse impact, per INDOT’s noise policy. 
 
Because of the removal of the Contributing house and construction of the side-slope within the 
historic district, the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District will experience an adverse 
effect from this undertaking.  
 
Archaeology Site 12-Mg-0556 
Site 12-Mg-0556 has insufficient information to determine if it is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP 
and is located within Preferred Alternative C4 right of way. If the site cannot be avoided, it will be 
subject to additional investigation to determine if it is eligible for the NRHP. The additional 
investigation may be completed prior to the publication of the FEIS. If it is not completed before the 
FEIS is published, the FEIS will include a MOA or PA developed in consultation with the DHPA-SHPO. 
 
Alluvial Floodplain Test Areas 
An alluvial floodplain south of Martinsville in the White River valley and has the potential to contain 
buried archaeological sites and is located within Preferred Alternative C4 right of way. Phase Ic 
studies were recommended for this area. The additional investigation may be completed prior to 
the publication of the FEIS. If it is not completed before the FEIS is published, the FEIS will include a 
MOA or PA developed in consultation with the DHPA-SHPO.

6. Explain how this undertaking would adversely affect historic properties (include information
on any conditions or future actions known to date to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse
effects):

36 CFR § 800.5(a)(1) states: “An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly 
or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion 
in the National Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property's location, 
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Consideration shall be given to all 
qualifying characteristics of a historic property, including those that may have been identified 
subsequent to the original evaluation of the property's eligibility for the National Register. 
Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may 
occur later in time, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative.” 
 
This criteria of adverse effect was applied to assess impacts to historic properties within the APE. 
The INDOT Traffic Noise Analysis Procedure was also used to consider potential effects. A 
discussion of that policy can be found in the attached 800.11(e) Documentation.   
 
The criteria of adverse effect do not apply to: Morgan County Bridge 224, Top Notch Farm, East 
Washington Street Historic District, W.E. Nutter House, Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries, 
Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1, Morgan County Bridge 166, Travis Hill Historic District, John 
Sutton House, Marion County Bridge 4513 F, Cleary-Barnett House, Glenn’s Valley Nature Park 
Retreat House, Glennwood Homes Association Historic District, and Le Ciel (Charles Laughner 
House).  
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The criteria of adverse effect do apply to the Reuben Aldrich Farm and Southside German Market 
Gardeners Historic District. 
 
At this time, only a portion of the archaeological investigations have been conducted within the I-
69 Section 6 archaeological APE; therefore, it is presupposed that the project will have an adverse 
effect on archaeological resources.  
 
The Phase Ia studies revealed the presence of nine archaeological sites within portions of the I-69 
Section 6 APE in Preferred Alternative C4. Of these, one site (12-Mg-0556) has insufficient data for 
an eligibility determination and additional investigation is recommended for Site 12-Mg-0556 if it 
cannot be avoided by the project. Site 12-Mg-0052 within the APE was found unlikely to contain 
intact deposits, and no further investigation was necessary within the APE. However, the site 
boundaries will be marked and identified as a sensitive resource. The remaining seven identified 
archaeological sites have been recommended as not eligible for listing in the NRHP. One area 
south of Martinsville in the White River valley was identified with a high potential for buried 
cultural deposits and Phase Ic subsurface investigation was recommended.  
 
The criteria of adverse effect may apply to site 12-Mg-0556 and an Alluvial Area south of 
Martinsville which are within, or in proximity to, Preferred Alternative C4. At this time not all 
Phase Ia archaeological investigations have been conducted within Preferred Alternative C4. 
Therefore, it is presupposed that the project will have an adverse effect on archaeological 
resources.  
 
The remaining Phase Ia archaeological investigations for the APE occurred in November 2016. 
Once those investigations are concluded, the Phase Ia archaeological report for that portion of 
the project will be submitted to DHPA-SHPO and the effect of the project on archaeological 
resources will be reassessed. 
 
Morgan County Bridge 224 (NBI No.: 5500142; Select Bridge) 
The criteria of adverse effect, as defined and described in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) and in 36 CFR 
800.5(a)(2)(i) through (v), do not apply to the Morgan County Bridge 224. The Bridge will not be 
affected adversely by the undertaking. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i), the undertaking will not cause “physical destruction of or damage to all 
or part of the property.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(ii), there will be no “restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not 
consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 
68) and applicable guidelines.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iii), the property will not be removed from its historic location. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iv), there will not be a change “of the character of the property’s use or of 
physical features within the property’s setting.” Existing pavement of Old SR 37 to the new I-69 
will be removed but the pavement will still connect to local roadways. This does not constitute an 
adverse effect. 
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Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(v), there will be an “introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible 
elements” as the Bridge will have a distant view to the improved interstate but that view will not 
adversely affect the defining characteristics of the property. Noise will not affect the integrity of 
this property since bridges are by their very nature intended to be in environments of traffic 
noise. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vi), there will be no neglect or deterioration of the property. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vii), there will be no “transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of Federal 
ownership or control.” 
 
Top Notch Farm  
The criteria of adverse effect, as defined and described in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) and in 36 CFR 
800.5(a)(2)(i) through (v), do not apply to the Top Notch Farm. The property will not be affected 
adversely by the undertaking. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i), the undertaking will not cause “physical destruction of or damage to all 
or part of the property.” The preferred alternative located approximately 700 feet from Top 
Notch Farm, would include an interchange at SR 37 and Ohio Street/Mahalasville Road 
approximately 1,000 feet from the property. Southview Drive would be relocated adjacent to the 
historic property boundary.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(ii), there will be no “restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not 
consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 
68) and applicable guidelines.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iii), the property will not be removed from its historic location. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iv), there will not be a change “of the character of the property’s use or of 
physical features within the property’s setting.” Improvements to Ohio Street/Mahalasville Road 
will take place adjacent to, but not within, the property’s boundary. Southview Road will be 
realigned adjacent to the historic property boundary. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(v), there will be an “introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible 
elements.” The following changes will occur. Ohio Street will be raised twenty-five feet where it 
crosses I-69. Top Notch Farm will have a view to this new construction. However, since the 
property is already in a disturbed location with modern construction; therefore, this visual effect 
will not be considered adverse. The ambient noise reading for the farm is 49.6 dBA; in the design 
year 2045, noise modelers project an increase of 8.3 dBA to reach a 57.9 dBA with the 
construction of I-69. Neither the increase nor the projected design year noise level are considered 
an adverse effect, per INDOT’s noise policy.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vi), there will be no neglect or deterioration of the property.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vii), there will be no “transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of Federal 
ownership or control.” 
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East Washington Street Historic District 
The criteria of adverse effect, as defined and described in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) and in 36 CFR 
800.5(a)(2)(i) through (v), do not apply to the East Washington Street Historic District. The district 
will not be affected by the undertaking. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i), the undertaking will not cause “physical destruction of or damage to all 
or part of the property.” The undertaking is more than 4,000 feet from the historic property 
boundary. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(ii), there will be no “restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not 
consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 
68) and applicable guidelines.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iii), the property will not be removed from its historic location. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iv), there will not be a change “of the character of the property’s use or of 
physical features within the property’s setting.” The preferred alternative is located more than 
4,000 feet from the district boundary.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(v), there will be not be an “introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible 
elements” since the undertaking is located at a distance of more than 4,000 feet from the East 
Washington Street Historic District and since no traffic increases will take place.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vi), there will be no neglect or deterioration of the property.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vii), there will be no “transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of Federal 
ownership or control.” 
 
W.E. Nutter House 
The criteria of adverse effect, as defined and described in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) and in 36 CFR 
800.5(a)(2)(i) through (v), do not apply to the W.E. Nutter House. The property will not be 
affected by the undertaking. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i), the undertaking will not cause “physical destruction of or damage to all 
or part of the property.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(ii), there will be no “restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not 
consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 
68) and applicable guidelines.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iii), the property will not be removed from its historic location. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iv), there will not be a change “of the character of the property’s use or of 
physical features within the property’s setting.” The preferred alternative is located more than 
3,500 feet from the property.  
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Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(v), there will be not be an “introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible 
elements” since the undertaking is located at a distance of approximately 3,500 feet from the 
W.E. Nutter House and since no traffic increases will take place.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vi), there will be no neglect or deterioration of the property.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vii), there will be no “transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of Federal 
ownership or control.” 
 
Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries  
The criteria of adverse effect, as defined and described in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) and in 36 CFR 
800.5(a)(2)(i) through (v), do not apply to the Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries. The property 
will not be affected by the undertaking. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i), the undertaking will not cause “physical destruction of or damage to all 
or part of the property.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(ii), there will be no “restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not 
consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 
68) and applicable guidelines.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iii), the property will not be removed from its historic location. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iv), there will not be a change “of the character of the property’s use or of 
physical features within the property’s setting.” The preferred alternative is located more than 
3,000 feet from the property.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(v), there will be not be an “introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible 
elements” since the undertaking is located at a distance of more than 3,000 feet from the Pearcy 
Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries. Traffic is also expected to decrease under the preferred 
alternative in comparison to projected traffic numbers in the “No Build” alternative. Since there 
was expected to be a change in traffic due to the undertaking, noise modeling was conducted. 
The ambient noise reading at Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries is 41.6 dBA; the projected 
noise reading in the design year of 2045 is 44.9 for an increase of 3.3 dBA, a level that is not 
considered adverse, per INDOT’s noise policy. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vi), there will be no neglect or deterioration of the property.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vii), there will be no “transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of Federal 
ownership or control.” 
 
Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1 
The criteria of adverse effect, as defined and described in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) and in 36 CFR 
800.5(a)(2)(i) through (v), do not apply to the Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1. The property will 
be affected by the undertaking, but the effect will not be adverse. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i), the undertaking will not cause “physical destruction of or damage to all 
or part of the property.”  
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Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(ii), there will be no “restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not 
consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 
68) and applicable guidelines.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iii), the property will not be removed from its historic location. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iv), there will not be a change “of the character of the property’s use or of 
physical features within the property’s setting.” The preferred alternative is located nearly 1,300 
feet from the property’s boundary, and improvements to Morgan Street will take place outside of 
the historic property boundary.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(v), there will be an “introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible 
elements” since traffic along Morgan Street would increase as a result of the undertaking. The 
ambient noise level at Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1 is 48.2 dBA; that level will increase to 55.7 
dBA, a change of 7.5 dBA, which is not considered adverse per INDOT’s noise policy. In addition, 
the property is not sensitive to noise and traffic since the Office and Display Room were originally 
constructed at the location near Morgan Street (Old SR 37) to attract customers.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vi), there will be no neglect or deterioration of the property.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vii), there will be no “transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of Federal 
ownership or control.” 
 
Reuben Aldrich Farm  
The criteria of adverse effect, as defined and described in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) and in 36 CFR 
800.5(a)(2)(i) through (v), apply to the Reuben Aldrich Farm. The property will be adversely 
affected by the undertaking. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i), the undertaking will not cause “physical destruction of or damage to all 
or part of the property.” The overpass will tie into Big Bend Road approximately 650 feet from the 
historic property boundary. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(ii), there will be no “restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not 
consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 
68) and applicable guidelines.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iii), the property will not be removed from its historic location. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iv), there will not be a change “of the character of the property’s use or of 
physical features within the property’s setting.” The preferred alternative is located 
approximately 1,300 feet from the property and a local overpass will tie into the Big Bend Road 
more than 650 feet from the property.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(v), there will be an “introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible 
elements.” As noted previously, Big Bend Road will pass over I-69 and direct traffic onto Old SR 
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37; as a result of the possible change in traffic in this area, noise modeling was conducted. The 
ambient noise level for the Reuben Aldrich Farm is 50.1 dBA, a level that is expected to increase 
to 52.5 dBA, an increase that will not be perceptible to the human ear. Therefore, there is not an 
adverse noise impact, per INDOT’s noise policy. However, traffic is anticipated to increase and Old 
SR 37 will no longer be a low volume road as it is classified today. Setting is an aspect of integrity 
for this historic farm and thus the introduction of increased traffic will be an adverse effect. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vi), there will be no neglect or deterioration of the property.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vii), there will be no “transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of Federal 
ownership or control.” 
 
Morgan County Bridge 166 (NBI No.: 5500153; Select) 
The criteria of adverse effect, as defined and described in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) and in 36 CFR 
800.5(a)(2)(i) through (v), do not apply to Morgan County Bridge 166. The bridge will not be 
affected by the undertaking. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i), the undertaking will not cause “physical destruction of or damage to all 
or part of the property.” The property is located approximately 3,500 feet from the undertaking. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(ii), there will be no “restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not 
consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 
68) and applicable guidelines.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iii), the property will not be removed from its historic location. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iv), there will not be a change “of the character of the property’s use or of 
physical features within the property’s setting.” The preferred alternative is located more than 
3,500 feet from the bridge.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(v), there will be not be an “introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible 
elements” since the undertaking is located at a distance of approximately 3,500 feet from the 
bridge. At this distance view of the interstate will not affect this resource. Noise will not affect the 
integrity of this property since bridges are by their very nature intended to be in environments of 
traffic noise. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vi), there will be no neglect or deterioration of the property.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vii), there will be no “transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of Federal 
ownership or control.” 
 
Travis Hill Historic District  
The criteria of adverse effect, as defined and described in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) and in 36 CFR 
800.5(a)(2)(i) through (v), do not apply to the Travis Hill Historic District. The district will be 
affected by the undertaking, but the effect will not be adverse. 
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Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i), the undertaking will not cause “physical destruction of or damage to all 
or part of the property.” Tree clearing and the improvement to Stones Crossing Road do not 
encroach into the historic property boundary. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(ii), there will be no “restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not 
consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 
68) and applicable guidelines.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iii), the property will not be removed from its historic location. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iv), there will not be a change “of the character of the property’s use or of 
physical features within the property’s setting;” however, improvements to Stones Crossing Road 
will occur adjacent to the historic property boundary.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(v), there will be an “introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible 
elements” as the district would have a view to tree clearing outside the district and noise will 
increase from 53.9 dBA to 60.6 dBA at one of the receivers in the district. A second, more remote 
location within the district will experience a decrease in dBA. The projected noise levels at these 
receivers do not rise to the level of an adverse effect, per INDOT’s noise policy. In addition, Stones 
Crossing Road would be realigned farther to the south introducing visual changes to the area. 
However, homes within the district are on heavily wooded lots and would not have a view to the 
undertaking. Therefore, the effect is not considered adverse.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vi), there will be no neglect or deterioration of the property.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vii), there will be no “transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of Federal 
ownership or control.” 
 
John Sutton House  
The criteria of adverse effect, as defined and described in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) and in 36 CFR 
800.5(a)(2)(i) through (v), do not apply to the John Sutton House. The property will be affected by 
the undertaking but not adversely. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i), the undertaking will not cause “physical destruction of or damage to all 
or part of the property.” The mainline will be located about 500 feet from the house.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(ii), there will be no “restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not 
consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 
68) and applicable guidelines.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iii), the property will not be removed from its historic location. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iv), there will not be a change “of the character of the property’s use or of 
physical features within the property’s setting.” The preferred alternative is approximately 500 
feet from the house, but the property is presently along a busy highway.  
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Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(v), there will be an “introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible 
elements” with the construction of the undertaking and an interchange to the north. However, 
modern intrusions—including modern buildings and SR 37—are already present around the 
property. The ambient noise reading for the John Sutton House is 57.4 dBA; in the design year 
2045, noise modelers project a noise reading of 64.0 dBA or an increase of 6.6 dBA, which is 
below INDOT criteria for an adverse effect. Per this policy, the effect will not be considered 
adverse.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vi), there will be no neglect or deterioration of the property.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vii), there will be no “transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of Federal 
ownership or control.” 
 
Marion County Bridge 4513F (NBI No.: 4900484; Non-Select) 
The criteria of adverse effect, as defined and described in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) and in 36 CFR 
800.5(a)(2)(i) through (v), do not apply to the Marion County Bridge 4513F. The bridge will be 
affected by the undertaking, but the effect will not be adverse. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i), the undertaking will not cause “physical destruction of or damage to all 
or part of the property.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(ii), there will be no “restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not 
consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 
68) and applicable guidelines.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iii), the property will not be removed from its historic location. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iv), there will not be a change “of the character of the property’s use or of 
physical features within the property’s setting.” The preferred alternative is no closer to the 
bridge than is present SR 37, but Preferred Alternative C4 will be elevated above SR 37’s present 
elevation. The preferred alternative does not adversely affect the qualities for which this bridge 
was determined eligible.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(v), there will be an “introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible 
elements” with the construction of new, raised bridge near the existing bridge. Access to the 
bridge will also take longer due to the construction of the limited access interstate. These changes 
will not affect the ability of the bridge to convey its engineering significance; therefore, the effect 
is not considered adverse. Noise will not affect the integrity of this property since bridges are by 
their very nature intended to be in environments of traffic noise. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vi), there will be no neglect or deterioration of the property.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vii), there will be no “transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of Federal 
ownership or control.” 
 
Cleary-Barnett House 
The criteria of adverse effect, as defined and described in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) and in 36 CFR 
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800.5(a)(2)(i) through (v), do not apply to the Cleary-Barnett House. The House will be affected by 
the undertaking, but that effect will not be adverse. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i), the undertaking will not cause “physical destruction of or damage to all 
or part of the property.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(ii), there will be no “restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not 
consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 
68) and applicable guidelines.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iii), the property will not be removed from its historic location. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iv), there will not be a change “of the character of the property’s use or of 
physical features within the property’s setting.” The preferred alternative is located 
approximately 1,900 feet from the undertaking and is set on a heavily wooded lot.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(v), there will be an “introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible 
elements.” Noise will increase from 49.9 dBA in the current year to 55.2 dBA in design year 2045; 
this is not considered an adverse impact per INDOT’s noise policy. Furthermore, the undertaking 
is located at a distance of approximately 1,900 feet.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vi), there will be no neglect or deterioration of the property.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vii), there will be no “transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of Federal 
ownership or control.” 
 
Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House 
The criteria of adverse effect, as defined and described in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) and in 36 CFR 
800.5(a)(2)(i) through (v), do not apply to the Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House. The 
House will be affected by the undertaking, but the effect will not be adverse. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i), the undertaking will not cause “physical destruction of or damage to all 
or part of the property.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(ii), there will be no “restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not 
consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 
68) and applicable guidelines.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iii), the property will not be removed from its historic location. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iv), there will not be a change “of the character of the property’s use or of 
physical features within the property’s setting.” The preferred alternative is located 
approximately 1,670 feet from the undertaking and is set on a heavily wooded lot.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(v), there will be an “introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible 
elements”. The undertaking is located at a distance of approximately 1,670 feet. However, traffic 
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could potentially change along Bluff Road; therefore, noise modeling was conducted to ascertain 
the effect. Noise is projected to increase from 47.5 dBA in the current year to 54.5 dBA in design 
year 2045; this is not considered an adverse impact per INDOT’s noise policy. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vi), there will be no neglect or deterioration of the property.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vii), there will be no “transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of Federal 
ownership or control.” 
 
Glennwood Homes Association Historic District 
The criteria of adverse effect, as defined and described in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) and in 36 CFR 
800.5(a)(2)(i) through (v), do not apply to the Glennwood Homes Association Historic District. The 
district will be affected by the undertaking, but the effect will not be adverse. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i), the undertaking will not cause “physical destruction of or damage to all 
or part of the property.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(ii), there will be no “restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not 
consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 
68) and applicable guidelines.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iii), the property will not be removed from its historic location. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iv), there will not be a change “of the character of the property’s use or of 
physical features within the property’s setting.” The undertaking is located 578 feet from the 
nearest point of the historic district.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(v), there will be an “introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible 
elements” as the undertaking will be visible during certain times of the year with limited leaf 
cover but visual effects will not be adverse. Ambient noise levels have been measured at 54.3 
dBA; these levels are predicted to increase to 63.0 dBA at the receiver closest to the undertaking 
in the design year 2045, which is not considered adverse per INDOT’s noise policy. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vi), there will be no neglect or deterioration of the property.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vii), there will be no “transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of Federal 
ownership or control.” 
 
Le Ciel (Charles Laughner House) 
The criteria of adverse effect, as defined and described in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) and in 36 CFR 
800.5(a)(2)(i) through (v), do not apply to “Le Ciel” (Charles Laughner House). The property will be 
affected by the undertaking, but the effect will not be adverse. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i), the undertaking will not cause “physical destruction of or damage to all 
or part of the property.”  
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Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(ii), there will be no “restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not 
consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 
68) and applicable guidelines.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iii), the property will not be removed from its historic location. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iv), there will not be a change “of the character of the property’s use or of 
physical features within the property’s setting.” The undertaking is located approximately 70 feet 
from the historic property boundary at its nearest point. The property’s access to SR 37 from 
Belmont will be changed with the construction of a cul de sac north of the Laughner House.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(v), there will be an “introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible 
elements” as the undertaking will be visible, especially with the acquisition of Aspen Lakes 
Apartments just north of the property, during certain times of the year with limited leaf cover. 
However, the proximity of the property to the undertaking will not change. Ambient noise levels 
have been measured at 56.9 dBA; these levels are predicted to increase to 65.9 dBA in the design 
year 2045; which is not considered an adverse effect per INDOT’s noise policy. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vi), there will be no neglect or deterioration of the property.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vii), there will be no “transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of Federal 
ownership or control.”  
 
Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District 
The criteria of adverse effect, as defined and described in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) and in 36 CFR 
800.5(a)(2)(i) through (v), apply to the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District. The 
district will be adversely affected by the undertaking. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i), the undertaking will cause “physical destruction of or damage to all or 
part of the property.” The undertaking will remove a house located at 4401 Bluff Road, which is 
considered contributing to the district. Further, the undertaking will result in an acquisition of 
approximately six acres of land within the district. 
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(ii), there will be no “restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not 
consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 
68) and applicable guidelines.”  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iii), the property (in this case, the historic district) will not be removed 
from its historic location. However, the Contributing house at 4401 Bluff Road will be removed 
from its historic location as a part of the slide-slope construction.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iv), there will be a change “of the character of the property’s use or of 
physical features within the property’s setting” as the I-465 bridge over Bluff Road will be 
replaced, widened, and elevated. The house at 4401 Bluff Road, a Contributing resource, will also 
be acquired, which will change the setting within the district. This will result in an adverse effect 
to the district.  
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Further, per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(v), there will be an “introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible 
elements.” The project would replace and widen the I-465 bridge over Bluff Road. MSE retaining 
walls would be used along the south side of I-465. A vegetated side-slope would be constructed 
along the north side I-465, west of Bluff Road. A combination of a vegetated side-slope and MSE 
walls would be constructed along north side of I-465, east of Bluff Road to avoid impacting 
electric transmission towers. The Contributing house located at 4401 Bluff Road would be 
removed as part of the side-slope construction. The introduction of MSE walls and the elevation 
of the bridge will constitute a visual adverse effect. With a retaining wall and safety barrier, the 
level of noise will decrease slightly (-2.7 dBA) and without it, it will rise slightly (0.4 dBA). 
However, this is presently a noisy district with an ambient noise reading of 69.7 dBA; changes in 
noise as a result of the undertaking will not constitute an adverse effect, per INDOT’s noise policy.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vi), there will be no neglect or deterioration of the property.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vii), there will be no “transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of Federal 
ownership or control.” 
 
Archaeology Site 12-Mg-0556 
Site 12-Mg-0556 is located within the Preferred Alternative right of way and has insufficient 
information to determine if it is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP If the site cannot be avoided, it 
will be subject to additional investigation to determine if it is eligible for the NRHP. The additional 
investigation may be completed prior to the publication of the FEIS. If it is not completed before 
the FEIS is published, the FEIS will include a MOA or PA developed in consultation with the DHPA-
SHPO.  
 
Alluvial Floodplain Test Areas  
An alluvial floodplain south of Martinsville in the White River valley is located within Preferred 
Alternative right of way and has the potential to contain buried archaeological sites. Phase Ic 
studies were recommended for this area. If this area cannot be avoided, additional investigation 
will be conducted in the affected area(s) to further assess the nature of buried deposits and the 
probability of the area to contain buried cultural resources that could be eligible for the NRHP. 
The additional investigation may be completed prior to the publication of the FEIS. If it is not 
completed before the FEIS is published, the FEIS will include a MOA or PA developed in 
consultation with the DHPA-SHPO. 
 
Actions to Avoid, Minimize, or Mitigate Adverse Effects 
Throughout the development of the project, engineers sought ways to minimize effects on 
historic properties. Specifically, to avoid adverse impacts to the following resources.  
 

• Morgan County Bridge No. 224: public access is still maintained and the existing roadbed for 
Old SR 37 will be preserved.  
• Top Notch Farm: engineers shifted the connection of Southview Drive and Mahalasville 
Road to the northwest to avoid the farm.  
• Travis Hill Historic District: engineers aligned the Stones Crossing Road to avoid acquisition 
of property from the district and to minimize the tree cutting.  
• Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District: engineers included MSE walls to 
avoid acquisition of additional property from the district. FHWA, INDOT, and their consultants 
met with residents to garner input regarding the introduction of a vegetated slide-slope or a 
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wall along the north side of I-465. Comments received during that consultation are described 
below.  

 
Consulting Party Meeting Discussion 
At the Consulting Party Meeting held on August 17, 2016, consultants discussed the kinds of 
effects that were studied and eligible properties, Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries. 
Mitigation discussion followed.  
 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
 
FHWA determined an Adverse Effect finding is appropriate for the I-69 Section 6 undertaking; 
therefore, an MOA will be executed. To mitigate the adverse effects on the Reuben Aldrich Farm, 
consultation with the property owner and consulting parties is being undertaken to evaluate 
vegetative screening, preparation of a NRHP nomination form, or other suitable mitigation. To 
mitigate the adverse effects on the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District, 
consultation with property owners in the district and consulting parties has been undertaken to 
evaluate the use of retaining walls, vegetative screening and/or MSE wall treatments, preparation 
of a NRHP nomination form, signage, or other suitable mitigation.  
 
To resolve any potential effects on archaeological resources, the MOA will stipulate the 
identification and evaluation efforts as well as any additional testing that should occur. If an 
eligible archaeological site is located, the MOA will stipulate avoidance or mitigation procedures. 
The MOA will be developed and signed by all appropriate signatories. FHWA will invite other 
consulting parties to sign the executed document as concurring parties 

7. Provide copies or summaries of the views provided to date by any consulting parties, Indian
tribes or Native Hawai’ian organizations, or the public, including any correspondence from
the SHPO and/or THPO.

The following is a summary of the views of the consulting parties. Comments from consulting 
parties received prior to the publication of the DEIS and 800.11(e) documentation, and responses 
to these comments, are listed in the Consulting Party Comment/Response Form of the enclosed 
800.11(e) documentation. 
 
On June 25, 2004, the DHPA-SHPO responded to a submission (dated June 14, 2004) that detailed 
the proposed APE for the I-69 Section 6 project. DHPA-SHPO stated the proposed APE “appears to 
be appropriate.” DHPA-SHPO also noted that the APE may need to be adjusted in the future if 
“specific kinds of effects or geographic issues...come to light.”  
 
On June 29, 2004, Zach Pahmahmie, the Tribal Chairman of the Prairie Band Potawatomi Nation, 
responded to the invitation to join consultation sent by FHWA on May 18, 2004. Pahmahmie stated 
“we have no objections” to the project and “we are unaware of any historical cultural resources in 
the proposed development area.” However, Pahmahmie requested “to be immediately contacted if 
any inadvertent discoveries are uncovered at any time throughout the various phases of the 
project.”  
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On July 2, 2004, the first consulting party meeting was held. Consultants discussed the role of 
consulting parties in the Section 106 review process, the APE, and the potential historic properties 
within the APE. A representative from INDOT asked about the qualifications for a “master” builder, 
as described in Criterion C. The project team responded that there must be some documentation 
to help establish information of the builder as a master and that most would agree on the 
designation once made. The Morgan County Historian asked about the MOA process for the project 
and voiced concerns regarding the protection of cemeteries (specifically that many are unmarked 
and/or easily missed). Project team members responded that research continued to document 
area cemeteries. Consulting parties also inquired about access to the fire station on SR 44, to the 
hospital, and to local access roads (all of which are not Section 106 issues). Finally, the 
representative from Traditional Arts Indiana asked questions about the 50-year age window for 
surveyed properties and potential project delays and requested consideration of resources such as 
orchards and fish ponds. Project team members responded that properties might need to be 
reconsidered if delays occur and that the Section 106 process is bound by the National Register 
criteria.  
 
A second consulting party meeting was held on August 31, 2005; this meeting focused on 
discussion of the draft HPR, which identified and evaluated the eligibility of properties in the APE 
for inclusion in the NRHP. The Morgan County Commissioner asked how the APE was developed 
and why the Nutter House was included in the survey due to its distance from SR 37. It was noted 
that the survey area was wider than that 1,000-foot corridor due to the potential for effects. 
Consulting parties also asked why no information on the East Washington Street Historic District 
within Martinsville, Indiana was included in the consulting party packet. It was noted that the draft 
HPR included information on the East Washington Street Historic District. Pauline Spiegel asked 
why the Ozark fisheries and ponds were not included in the historic property boundaries. The 
project team showed that the draft HPR did include contributing ponds from the Ozark property.  
 
On September 7, 2005, DHPA-SHPO provided comments on the draft HPR sent on August 15, 2005, 
with the invitation to the second consulting party meeting. DHPA-SHPO agreed with the eligibility 
and non-eligibility assessments for the properties identified in the report. However, the DHPA-
SHPO noted “the concrete girder bridge carrying Old SR 37 over crooked Creek appears to be very 
similar to Morgan County Bridge #166” which had been previously determined eligible. DHPA-SHPO 
asked for additional information as to why the concrete girder was not individually eligible for the 
NRHP.  
 
In a letter dated September 13, 2005, the Morgan County Historic Preservation Society responded 
to the draft HPR and provided information on the former Morgan County Home, the Gano 
Greenhouse, and a property located at 1009 South Ohio Street. The Society was dissatisfied with 
the lack of an interview with the Ed Ferguson, as “[h]e’s the only one who would really know what 
kind of alterations have occurred on the property.” The Society added that “the ponds alone are 
historically significant even if the attendant Grassyfork building no longer exist [sic].”   Lastly, the 
Society stated that the rating for the Reuben Aldrich Farm should be elevated to “C[ontributing] if 
not O[utstanding]” and called the barn “truly remarkable and quite unusual.” The Society 
requested that the historians justify the rating for the Aldrich Farm.  
 
In a letter dated September 13, 2005, and prepared in response to the draft HPR and Consulting 
Party Meeting held August 31, 2005, Morgan County Historian questioned the absence of some 
cemeteries involved in the report and noted five cemeteries within the corridor in Morgan County. 
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The Morgan County Historian said that the Mitchell Cemetery was within the wooded area 
excluded from the recommended property boundary for Top Notch Farm and asked, “Why was 
that area really excluded? Do you intend to ignore the involved cemeteries and merely bulldoze 
your way through them?”  
 
In an email dated September 14, 2005, and prepared in response to the HPR and Consulting Party 
Meeting held August 31, 2005, Traditional Arts Indiana provided comments relating to resources 
within the APE (and also included the comments of the Morgan County Historian, the Morgan 
County Historic Preservation Society and Dale Drake with her email). She requested that project 
team members go inside the barn on the Reuben Aldrich Farm property, noting that the barn’s hay 
loft is suspended by iron rods. She added that the house could be of greater significance than its 
Notable rating. The email included a thread of emails with comments from two other consulting 
parties that were also delivered in letter form on September 13, 2016. There was also a note from 
Dale Drake which stated that he agreed the Reuben Aldrich farm is a significant historic property. 
He also stated that “there is an unmarked family cemetery between the house and river. The 
Aldrich family members were moved from that cemetery to ... the nearby IOOF cemetery, but the 
workers and servants buried there were not.”  
 
In a letter dated November 21, 2005, DHPA-SHPO responded to the additional information 
provided by the project team on October 24, 2005, regarding the concrete girder bridge carrying 
Old SR 37 over Crooked Creek. DHPA-SHPO agreed with the assessment and had no further 
concerns regarding the bridge 
 
On January 9, 2006, DHPA-SHPO staff members attended a field tour with project team members, 
visiting several structures that were surveyed within the project APE. DHPA-SHPO offered guidance 
for evaluating properties and on the potential effects from the project going forward.  
 
On December 21, 2006, DHPA-SHPO responded to a draft version of the I-69 Phase Ia 
[Archaeological] Literature Review for Section 6. DHPA-SHPO suggested citation additions and 
corrections, in addition to suggesting some alterations to the contextual information.  
 
On July 25, 2008, DHPA-SHPO concurred with the HPR sent on June 25, 2008, regarding the 
eligibility or ineligibility for the NRHP of the properties identified in the Section 6 APE.  
 
On January 13, 2015, a meeting was held between the project team and the DHPA-SHPO to address 
the methodology and eligibility criteria for the AI study for the I-69 Section 6 alternatives. It was 
agreed that the project team would use the previous established methodology for the project’s 
preliminary new terrain alternatives. DHPA-SHPO indicated that SR 37 would likely look similar 
after the project “except in areas where there will be interchanges and access roads” so it “may not 
be as necessary to look as far as a new terrain road,” however, locations with access roads may 
require an expanded survey area.  
 
On March 10, 2015, DHPA-SHPO responded to the meeting minutes, revision to the APE, and 
methodology for the AI study. DHPA-SHPO asked for clarification as to whether FHWA and INDOT 
intended to adopt the DHPA’s draft “Guidelines for Evaluating National Register Eligibility of Mid-
Century Modern Housing and Post-War Suburbs.” If FHWA and INDOT had not agreed to adopt 
those guidelines, DHPA-SHPO stated that “then we would renew our request now.” In response to 
the memorandum entitled “Methodology for Section 6 Aboveground Survey & Reporting,” DHPA-
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SHPO expressed concern over the usage of the National Cooperative Highway Research Program 
Report 723 and requested instead that DHPA-SHPO mid-century and post-war guidelines be 
followed. DHPA-SHPO understood that methodologies for archaeological predictive modeling and 
windshield surveys would be submitted for review and comment before implementation. DHPA-
SHPO accepted the proposed APE (dated January 26, 2015), “subject to later revisions that would 
be reasonable or necessary.”  
 
On May 14, 2015, members of DHPA-SHPO joined project team members for a Section 106 site visit 
of properties within the project’s APE. The purpose of this site visit was to re-examine select 
properties originally surveyed in 2004, to evaluate properties in the HPR (2008) that merited re-
evaluation, and view properties newly surveyed as part of the AI study. During the visit, DHPA-
SHPO offered guidance for evaluating properties and on the potential effects from the project.  
 
DHPA-SHPO responded to the Draft Purpose and Need Statement and Conceptual Alternatives for 
I-69 Tier 2 Studies for Section 6 in correspondence dated May 15, 2015. DHPA-SHPO stated that it 
would be “appropriate to compare at least such performance measures as driving time savings and 
accessibility (and other measures—or impacts—as appropriate) for the Tier 1 Preferred Alternative 
3C and Tier 1 non-preferred alternatives that were discarded after the Tier 1 Draft EIS (DEIS) … [i]f 
some impacts are included, we would be especially interested in seeing projections for impacts on 
other kinds of resources included.” DHPA-SHPO also stated that “without more information about 
the locations of the alternative corridors in relation to historic properties, we are unable to offer 
comments on the relative advantages or disadvantages or any of the conceptual alternatives in 
regard to foreseeable impacts on historic sites/districts or archaeological sites.” Finally, DHPA-
SHPO noted that most of its comments may come during the Section 106 process, but “it will be 
incumbent upon INDOT or its consultants to ensure that those Section 106 comments are taken 
into account during the NEPA review process, as well.  
 
In a May 19, 2015 email, DHPA-SHPO responded with comments regarding the May 14 site visit to 
the Section 6 APE. DHPA-SHPO offered eligibility opinions on several properties in the project APE.  
 
DHPA-SHPO responded to an archeological memorandum regarding existing SR 37 right-of-way 
disturbance documentation and a predictive modeling methodology in a letter dated May 26, 2015. 
DHPA-SHPO staff concurred with the memorandum’s conclusion “that the area (Section 6, along SR 
37) … is disturbed and as such will not require archaeological investigation unless deemed 
necessary in the field during an investigation to be conducted in adjacent areas.” DHPA-SHPO also 
agreed with the use of predictive modeling to develop survey methods.  
 
In correspondence dated July 30, 2015, DHPA-SHPO responded to the Preliminary Alternatives for 
the I-69 Tier 2 Studies for Section 106, which they received via email from the INDOT project 
manager on June 30, 2015. DHPA-SHPO noted that while cemeteries are often of interest to 
historians, they “generally are not considered eligible for the National Register, except in unusual 
cases.” “[I]mpacts or the lack thereof on cemeteries were not mentioned as disadvantages or 
advantages in Appendix E.” Consequently, DHPA-SHPO surmised that “impacts on historic 
properties played no role in the winnowing of alternatives played no role in the winnowing of 
alternatives that has occurred to this point.” DHPA-SHPO also stated that it had “no comments 
about the Preliminary Alternatives at this time” and that it was “unable to draw conclusions about 
which alternatives might result in either more or fewer impacts to historic properties.” Finally, 
DHPA-SHPO hoped that “sufficient flexibility had been built into the alternatives to allow for 
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avoidance of at least direct impacts on any historic properties that may lie within or nearby them.”  
 
On November 4, 2015, DHPA-SHPO responded to the invitation to become a consulting party and 
list of invited consulting parties, which was sent to them on via email on June 30, 2015 and formally 
provided via paper copy on October 15, 2015. DHPA-SHPO suggested that the Indianapolis 
Metropolitan Planning Organization and a representative from the City of Martinsville should be 
added as consulting parties, unless no alternatives pass through the city limits of Martinsville.  
 
On December 2, 2015, the Acting THPO for the United Keetoowah Band responded to the invitation 
to attend the December 7, 2015 consulting party meeting (which was sent on November 19, 2015) 
by stating that the tribe would be unable to attend. The tribe hoped to continue consulting 
“through email or an individual government-to-government consultation.”   
 
The third consulting party meeting held on December 7, 2015 was attended by representatives of 
DHPA-SHPO, FHWA, INDOT, the acting THPO for the Miami Tribe of Oklahoma, and six other 
consulting parties. Consulting parties asked how eligible properties would affect the building of 
roads in the area. Project team members responded that DHPA-SHPO will respond to any eligibility 
recommendation; then FHWA will issue a determination of eligibility. Afterward, the effect of the 
project upon the property will be assessed. If there is an adverse effect finding, a MOA will be 
negotiated. A property owner (Glennwood Homes Association) asked if both listed and eligible 
resources would receive the same level of scrutiny for effects. The project team said they would. 
Indiana Landmarks (formerly Historic Landmarks Foundation of Indiana) asked if any properties 
from the 2008 report were no longer recommended as eligible in the new survey. Project team 
members indicated that no historic property had been removed from eligibility status as a result of 
the new identification and evaluation efforts. Indiana Landmarks requested a contact person for 
concerns about project effects on historic properties. Indianapolis Historic Preservation 
Commission inquired about the dissemination of project updates. Project team members stated 
that all major updates are announced on the listserv and listed on the I-69 Section 6 website.  
 
On December 15, 2015, Indiana Landmarks responded to the AI No. 1. Landmarks concurred with 
the findings in the report regarding eligible properties in the APE. Landmarks noted that their 
foundation holds a Protective Covenant on the Grassyfork Fisheries Display and Showroom Building 
at 2902 E. Morgan St., Martinsville, which is located within the APE. Also, the letter noted that the 
Link Observatory, located west of the APE, “could potentially be adversely affect[ed]” by the 
project and requested that the project team determine the effects of increased light pollution of 
the undertaking on the observatory and its functions. Landmarks believed that the observatory was 
eligible for the NRHP. Landmarks noted that it appeared that project “Alternative C will best 
minimize harm to historic properties as outlined in the evaluation methods shared at the 
December 2015 Public Hearings.” Additionally, Landmarks expressed concern about effects to the 
NRHP-listed Nicholson-Rand House (5010 West Southport Road), which is outside the project APE 
for Alternative C but would be included in Alternatives K3 and K4. Landmark holds a Protective 
Covenant on the Nicholson-Rand House. The foundation requested “all efforts to minimize effects 
to this historic property.”  
 
On December 21, 2015, DHPA-SHPO responded to AI No 1. and the information presented at the 
December 7, 2015, Consulting Party Meeting. DHPA-SHPO agreed with the conclusions stated in 
the report regarding the eligibility/ineligibility of properties for inclusion in the NRHP. DHPA-SHPO 
noted that it had received a copy of Landmark’s letter and that its concern regarding potential light 
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pollution affecting the Goethe Link Observatory seemed “plausible.” It agreed that “consideration 
should be given to whether the APE should in some way be expanded to allow this kind of effect to 
be taken into account.” DHPA-SHPO also stated that Alternative C was the least likely to affect the 
use of the observatory because I-69 would be farther from the observatory than the other 
alternatives.”  
 
On January 26, 2016, INDOT met with representatives of the Goethe Link Observatory to discuss 
the concerns of the representatives regarding specific alternatives (B, D, K3, K4 and C) that were 
under consideration at that time. It was the understanding of the representatives that the 
observatory is NRHP eligible. They expressed a concern about the effect of light on the observatory 
and the potential light that an interchange may bring: interstate lighting and car headlights as well 
as possible additional development and associated lighting. They explained that if Alternative B 
were selected it could affect the existing facility as well as the planned future use. The 
representatives indicated Alternative C, representing alternatives along SR 37, is not a concern due 
to the distance from the observatory and there would be enough filters between the two facilities; 
in addition, there is an existing roadway there.  
 
On February 4, 2016, DHPA-SHPO responded to the Archaeological Literature Review, submitted on 
January 4, 2016. DHPA-SHPO concurred with the opinions of the archaeologist as expressed in the 
Phase Ia Archaeological Literature Review for Section 6 Preliminary Alternatives in Hendricks, 
Johnson, Marion, and Morgan Counties (McCord and Baltz, 11/13/2015) “that significant 
archaeological resources occur within the Section 6 study area” and that after alternatives are 
chosen an archaeological reconnaissance survey of the proposed project area should be 
conducted.” DHPA-SHPO noted that once the archaeological reconnaissance survey report was 
submitted, staff would “resume identification and evaluation procedures for this project.”  
 
On April 5, 2016, the Acting THPO for the Miami Tribe of Oklahoma responded to the Phase Ia 
Archaeological Survey 1 for Section 6 that was sent on March 23, 2016. The Tribe stated that it had 
no objection to the project at this time “as we are not currently aware of existing documentation 
directly linking a specific Miami cultural or historic site to the project site.”  However, the letter 
continued, since “this site is within the aboriginal homelands of the Miami Tribes, if any human 
remains or Native American cultural items falling under the Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) or archaeological evidence is discovered during any phase of this 
project, the Miami Tribe requests immediate consultation with the entity of jurisdiction for the 
location of discovery.” Finally, the Miami Tribe requested to continue serving as a consulting party.  
 
On April 5, 2016, a project team member received a telephone call from the owner of the John 
Sutton House, who stated that she had not received an invitation to join in consultation on the 
Section 6 project and asked to be added to the consulting party list. The owner said that her 
property was not listed in the NRHP and she did not want it listed. She also indicated that she 
leases part of her property to a cell tower company and that they might move the tower if the 
interstate will impact it.  
 
On April 14, 2016, DHPA-SHPO responded to the Phase Ia Archaeological Survey 1 for Section 6, 
Indian Creek South of Martinsville to Teeters Road, Morgan County, which was sent to them on 
March 14, 2016. DHPA-SHPO concurred with the archaeologists’ conclusions that sites 12-Mg-0551, 
12-Mg-0552, 12-Mg-0553, 12-Mg-0554, 12-Mg-0555, 12-Mg-0557, and 12-Mg-0558 are not eligible 
for inclusion on the NRHP and that there was insufficient information regarding site 12-Mg-0556 to 
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determine if it is eligible. DHPA-SHPO also stated that Field 1 of Segment 2 was suitable to contain 
buried cultural remains and should be subjected to Phase Ic investigations. DHPA-SHPO also 
concurred that there is insufficient information to determine if site 12-Mg-0525 is eligible for the 
NRHP but the staff understood that the site was to be avoided by all project ground-disturbing 
activities. DHPA-SHPO stated that site 12-Mg-0525 must either be avoided by all project activities 
or subjected to further archaeological investigations in accordance with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards and Guidelines. DHPA-SHPO also reiterated their previous opinion that there 
was insufficient information to determine if site 12-Mg-0052 is eligible for the NRHP or to what 
extent the site has been destroyed by modern development, but that the portions that are within 
the proposed project area do not appear likely to contain intact archaeological deposits. DHPA-
SHPO stated that no further investigations of these portions of the site were necessary but the site 
should be marked so that it is avoided by all ground-disturbing project activities. If avoidance was 
not feasible, further archaeological investigations must be done. DHPA-SHPO also stated that it had 
not previously received a copy the Phase Ia Interim Report (Anderson, 2006), which is located in 
Appendix A of this report, for review and concurrence, although some of the site records 
associated with those archaeological investigations were submitted to the SHAARD database. 
DHPA-SHPO had not reviewed the sites for an NRHP-eligibility determination. Finally, DHPA-SHPO 
noted that sites 12-Mg-0551-12-Mg-0558 were now entered into the SHAARD database and would 
be reviewed and specified that the resurvey record for site 12-Mg-0052 should be submitted to the 
SHAARD database also.  
 
On April 20, 2016, an I-69 Section 6 Resource Meeting was held. DHPA-SHPO attended this meeting 
with other resource agencies.  
 
On April 21, 2016, members of the project team met with the survey and registration staff of DHPA 
and a DHPA-SHPO staff member to discuss a potentially eligible resource in the expanded APE and 
the status of the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District. Regarding the property in 
the expanded APE, DHPA staff agreed that the Pearcy House & Clear Creek Hatchery (later called 
Pearcy House & Clear Creek Fishery) would be eligible under Criterion A and suggested that the 
house could also be considered eligible under Criterion C. The DHPA staff concurred that the 
Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District was eligible for the NRHP and exhibited a 
phenomenon of small truck farms. DHPA-SHPO also noted that I-465 creates a “dead zone” that 
splits the district into north and south sections but that nothing was gained by dividing the district 
into two smaller districts. A Contributing house at 4401 Bluff Road in the northwest quadrant of the 
district is located on the I-465 right of way line, but it was agreed that its positioning in the right of 
way did not change its Contributing status. DHPA-SHPO staff said that the house should be 
considered Contributing if a connection with the market gardeners could be demonstrated. The 
project team arranged with DHPA-SHPO to set up a field visit the first week in May to review the 
district and other properties in the AI No. 2 study and to discuss the effects of the undertaking. 
Project team members agreed to research a connection between the house and the Southside 
German Market Growers Association.  
 
On May 2, 2016, representatives of FHWA and INDOT accompanied staff from the SHPO’s office on 
a site visit to discuss effects of the project on historic properties. At the Southside German Market 
Gardeners Historic District, DHPA-SHPO asked if right of way would be required under all the 
alternatives. DHPA-SHPO noted that the existing interstate already created an intrusion on the 
Southside Market Gardeners Historic District, but the project would have an adverse impact on the 
house at 4401 Bluff Road because of the planned addition of a new wall and removal of vegetative 
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screening. DHPA-SHPO also noted that the project might not have an adverse impact on the house 
at 4425 Bluff Road because the installation of a new wall or slope might not make a notable 
difference to the property. DHPA-SHPO staff also stated that the district could be split into two 
(north and south) but little would be gained by doing so. DHPA-SHPO also reviewed potential 
effects to the Glennwood Homes Association, Cleary-Barnett House, and Glenn’s Valley Nature 
Park Retreat House, Marion County Bridge No. 4315 F, John Sutton House, Reuben Aldrich Farm, 
Top Notch Farm, Morgan County Bridge No. 224, Pearcy Farm & Clear Creek Fisheries, Travis Hill 
Historic District, and the Charles Laughner House (Le Ciel). Consultants provided information on 
May 3, 2016. 
 
On May 11, 2016, DHPA-SHPO responded to the Preliminary Alternatives Screening Report, which it 
received as an email hyperlink on March 30, 2016, and to the May 2, 2016, site visit. DHPA-SHPO 
noted that Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District was the most likely to incur 
adverse effects, especially the house at 4401 Bluff Road and possibly the house at 4425 Bluff Road. 
DHPA-SHPO stated that the setting of Marion County Bridge No. 4315F could be adversely affected, 
depending upon the height of any new bridge built to allow I-69 to cross the Pleasant Run Creek 
and the distance of the undertaking from the historic bridge. DHPA-SHPO offered an initial opinion 
that it did not appear the undertaking would adversely impact Travis Hill Historic District, but 
added “[d]eterming whether that effect would be adverse would require more detailed 
information about the nature of improvements to that part of Stone’s Crossing Road.” Likewise, 
DHPA-SHPO stated that to assess the projects effect on the Pearcy Farm & Clear Creek Fisheries, 
they would need to know the “nature and extent” of road improvements; DHPA-SHPO requested 
“more precise information” so that their office could offer more specific comments on effects. 
DHPA-SHPO also noted that while the other properties discussed during the site visit may incur 
visual effects, they were less likely to suffer adverse effects than those noted above. DHPA-SHPO 
reminded that their most recent comments on archaeology were provided in letters dates February 
6, 2016, and April 14, 2016. DHPA-SHPO also noted that certain tables in the screening report 
identified only one historic property impact for each alternative alignment and stated, “[w]e sense 
that perhaps only direct, physical impacts on historic above-ground properties have been identified 
so far.” DHPA-SHPO also noted that the Stockwell Bridge (Morgan County Bridge No. 56) appeared 
on mapping in the screening report, that bridge has been demolished by the county.  
 
On June 1, 2016, DHPA-SHPO staff commented on the summary of meeting/meeting minutes from 
the May 2, 2016 site visit. DHPA-SHPO noted that the Southside Market Gardeners Historic District 
section needed clarifying language concerning the walls that might be constructed as part of the 
project. Also, DHPA-SHPO clarified its statements regarding the areas around the Top Notch Farm 
being already heavily altered.  
 
On July 14, 2016, DHPA-SHPO responded to the Section 6 Eligibility Determinations of the AI No. 2, 
which it was sent on June 15, 2016. DHPA-SHPO was satisfied with the APE offered in the memo. 
DHPA-SHPO concurred that the Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries was eligible for the NRHP 
under Criterion A and that the farmhouse would be individually eligible under Criterion C. Further, 
DHPA-SHPO agreed that the Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries is the only aboveground 
property in the newly expanded APE that is eligible for the NRHP.  
 
On July 15, 2016, the Morgan County Historian sent a letter to project team members stating that 
she concurred with the conclusions of AI No. 2 finding that the Pearcy Farmstead and Clear Creek 
Fisheries are eligible for the NRHP. She also requested information about all possible I-69-related 
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projects that may impact the property and indicated that she would be assisting the owners of the 
Pearcy Farmstead in nominating their property for the NRHP.  
 
A consulting party meeting held on August 17, 2016, discussed the Findings of Effects for properties 
identified in the AI No. 1 and AI No. 2. (All reports had been made available on INDOT’s IN-SCOPE 
website and when requested, paper copies had been sent to consulting parties.) In addition to 
representatives from FHWA, INDOT, and SHPO, five consulting parties attended. An overview of 
archaeological efforts was presented. The recommended effect for the project was “Adverse 
Effect” since adverse effects were noted for the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic 
District and the Reuben Aldrich Farm. DHPA-SHPO asked why traffic would increase in the area 
around the Reuben Aldrich Farm and project team members noted that the area would carry local 
traffic after the limited access interstate was constructed. The tree clearing near Travis Hill Historic 
District was discussed since traffic and visual changes would constitute an indirect effect that could 
be concealed by the trees. DHPA-SHPO asked where Belmont Avenue would be closed after 
construction; the project team indicated that it would be south of the Aspen Lake Apartments. The 
Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District would incur an adverse effect under all 
alternatives but INDOT asked that discussion focus upon which option—walls or earthen slopes—
would cause less harm along I-465 at Bluff Road. DHPA-SHPO said that they thought walls would be 
less harmful since they would not extend as far into the district as an earthen slope would. The 
property owner of the Sutton House indicated that a landscaped slope might be more conducive to 
a garden district. A property owner along Bluff Road inquired about the reported future decrease in 
traffic along Bluff Road since she believed that there would be more local traffic; an INDOT 
representative said that he would check on that. DHPA-SHPO indicated that additional questions 
may be posed via email regarding Marion County Bridge No. 4315F; even though setting may be a 
lesser consideration for Criterion C properties, DHPA-SHPO indicated that it was not an irrelevant 
aspect of integrity. It was asked if Bridge No. 4315F would remain open to provide access for Bluff 
Road property owners and was told it would. It was then asked if INDOT would be open to possibly 
using a wall material that would be conducive to the growth of vegetation in the Southside German 
Market Gardeners Historic District.  
 
On August 26, 2016, DHPA-SHPO emailed the project consultants to ask questions about Marion 
County Bridge No. 4315F in response to information presented at the August 17, 2016, consulting 
party. Specifically, DHPA-SHPO asked for approximate distances for the following points: “1) The 
end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the SR 37 ROW. 2) 
The end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the SR 37 
northbound bridge (or roadway, if applicable, but I’m thinking it’s on the SR 37 bridge). 3) The end 
of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the I-69 Alternative C2 
northbound bridge ROW. 4) The end of the rail on the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the 
nearest point on the I-69 Alternative C2 northbound bridge or roadway. 5) The end of the rail on 
the southwest corner of No. 4513F and the nearest point on the I-69 Alternative C3 northbound 
bridge ROW.”  
 
On September 1, 2016, DHPA-SHPO responded to the I-69 Section 6 Identification of Effects Report, 
Consulting Party Meeting minutes, and W&A responses to previous questions about Alternatives 
C2 and C3 relative to Marion County Bridge No. 4513F, which were submitted on August 4, 2016 
and via email on August 29, 2016. DHPA-SHPO agreed with the finding of adverse effect for the 
Reuben Aldrich Farm due to the proposed increase in traffic along I-69; however, DHPA-SHPO also 
noted it was hard to gauge how burdensome the traffic increases would be to the property. For 
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mitigation, DHPA-SHPO suggested that the project team obtain input from the owners of the farm 
and perhaps pursue vegetative screening since “meaningful mitigation for that particular adverse 
effect seems to be difficult.” DHPA-SHPO also stated that it did not believe that Marion County 
Bridge No. 4315F would suffer an adverse effect from any of the project alternatives, because its 
distance (of at least 71 feet) would be sufficient to avoid adversely affecting the historic bridge’s 
setting or viewshed. DHPA-SHPO also noted that it did not have a preference between a 
mechanically stabilized earth retaining wall or a sloped earthen embankment along I-465 at the 
Bluff Road overpass, but stated that a textured or scored surface might be best, especially one 
treated with a graffiti-resistant coating. In addition, DHPA-SHPO stated that “if the house at 4401 
Bluff road is removed, the district will lose a contributing building, but, as a practical matter, it is 
difficult to foresee that house being considered suitable for human habitation and continuing to 
exist in the long run, due to its proximity to the highway and the existing traffic noise.” DHPA-SHPO 
stated that another mitigation measure for the Southside Market Gardeners Historic District might 
be to widen the opening under I-465 to reduce the visual effect of the highway as a barrier 
between the north and south sections of the district, although this would necessitate lengthening 
the bridges and increase project costs. Finally, DHPA-SHPO noted that it agreed with the Effects 
Report that any alternatives of the I-69 Section 6 project would have an overall adverse effect on 
historic properties.  
 
At a meeting held October 4, 2016, for residents of the Southside German Market Gardeners 
Historic District, representatives of FHWA and INDOT and nine property owners attended the 
meeting. Attendees asked questions and provided comments about the project activities that 
would take place within the eligible historic district. One property owner expressed concern over 
the level of noise, especially since “noise is very loud and almost unbearable in the summer” and 
asked if a retaining wall is the same as a noise wall. It was explained at the meeting (and noted in 
the meeting summary) that a retaining wall is not the same thing as a sound barrier. It was also 
noted that a noise analysis will be completed and included in the DEIS. One person asked what 
made the area historic. The project team explained it is eligible for listing in the NRHP because of 
its long association with German Market Gardening/Farming. Properties eligible for listing are 
treated the same as properties already listed in the NRHP. Another asked how listing the district in 
the NRHP would affect the area. That project team explained that if there is a federal action, such 
as the construction of a federally funded highway project, the effects of that project on the historic 
district must be taken into account. If there are too many alterations to properties within the 
historic district, it could be delisted. Restrictions of use could come from its designation as a local 
district but that is not known to be the case in this area now. A copy of the meeting summary and a 
summary of the noise analysis were sent to consulting parties on October 28, 2016.  
 
On October 6, 2016, Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District resident Judy Brehob 
expressed a preference for a slope instead of a wall to be used in construction of the project.  
 
On October 14, 2016, Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District resident Mary Kocher 
offered the following concerns about the project: “NOISE LEVEL will increase even more. We are 
not a densely populated area, and we do not fit the normal criteria for soundwalls. FLOODING with 
the possibility of more water being pushed to the creek which already is unable to handle the 
water runoff. LANE EXPANSION effect on the area property and homes. We are strongly in favor of 
a sound barrier wall so we would like to know with the expansion is this a possibility?” She also 
asked about the area being eligible for a historic district.  
 



43  

INDOT met with the property owners of 4401 Bluff Road on October 17, 2016, to discuss the MSE 
wall versus side-slope design options. The owners indicated they would rather INDOT acquire the 
house if the MSE wall was selected.  They noted the vibration and sound would not make living in 
the house a reasonable and practical option with a wall 35 feet from the house. The owners stated 
that the house was built of unreinforced masonry (not frame) and cannot be moved.  They also 
indicated the house could potentially be damaged during construction due to the vibration from 
construction machinery.  
 
On November 28, 2016, DHPA-SHPO responded to INDOT’s letter containing noise data and the 
request for comment on the “preferred option in the northeast corner of Bluff Road and I-465” 
which had been sent on October 28, 2016. DHPA-SHPO stated “[w]e accept the recommendation 
that an earthen slope be constructed east of Bluff Road and north of I-465 within the Southside 
German Market Gardeners Historic District, with MSE (i.e., mechanically stabilized earth) retaining 
walls being constructed around the electric transmission towers to the east of the house at 4401 
Bluff Road.” Although this would result in the acquisition of a contributing property at 4401 Bluff 
Road, leaving the house in place by utilizing the retaining wall “does not appear to be prudent.” 
DHPA-SHPO concluded that: “For these reasons, we are not asking that this project avoid taking the 
house at 4401 Bluff Road by constructing an MSE wall as close as 35 feet away from the house.”  
 
INDOT and FHWA took into considerations the comments received from consulting parties 
regarding this undertaking and a Consulting Party Comment/Responses Form is included in the 
attached documentation to address specific comments.  
 

III. Optional Information

1. Please indicate the status of any consultation that has occurred to date. Are there any
consulting parties involved other than the SHPO/THPO? Are there any outstanding or 
unresolved concerns or issues that the ACHP should know about in deciding whether to 
participate in consultation?

In addition to the SHPO, the following agreed to be consulting parties when consultation was 
initiated in 2004:  

Marion County Historian 

Mayor of Southport 

Morgan County Commissioner 

Citizens for Appropriate Rural Roads 
(CARR) 

Traditional Arts Indiana 

Historic Landmarks Foundation of 
Indiana (now Indiana Landmarks) 
Southwest Field Office 

Owen County CARR/Owen County 
Preservations 

Morgan County Historian 

Historic Landmarks Foundation of 
Indiana (Indiana Landmarks) Central 
Office 

Historic Landmarks Foundation of 
Indiana (Indiana Landmarks) Western 
Regional Office 

Hoosier Environmental Council 

Morgan County Historic Preservation 
Society 

Franklin Heritage  

Pauline Spiegel  
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The following tribes accepted the invitation to join consultation in 2004:  

Shawnee Tribe, Delaware Nation 

Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma 

Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 

Prairie Band Potawatomi Nation 

Consultation for Section 106 was reinitiated in October 2015, following the issuance of the NOI. In 
consultant with INDOT-CRO, invitees included a group of former and newly identified consulting 
parties who would have a demonstrated interest in the project along or near the SR 37 corridor. In 
addition to the SHPO, the following individuals or agencies accepted the invitation to join 
consultation:  

Indiana Historic Spans Taskforce 

Johnson County Historian 

James L. Cooper Ph.D. 

Indiana Landmarks—Central Office 

Morgan County Historic 
Preservation Society & Martinsville 
Plan Commission 

Morgan County Historian 

Morgan County Commissioners 

City of Martinsville Engineer 

Indiana Landmarks—Western 
Regional Office 

Indianapolis Historic Preservation 
Commission 

Pauline Spiegel 

The following Native American Tribes accepted the invitation to join consultation:  

Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma 

Chippewa Cree 

United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma 

Miami Tribe of Oklahoma.  

The following property owners of listed or eligible historic properties accepted invitations to join in 
consultation:  

Henry and Mary Sheid (Glennwood 
Homes Association, via post card) 

John W. Demaree (Summitt Realty 
Group, Lane Bluff, LLC via post 
card) 

Lonnie Smith (Reuben Aldrich 
Farm via post card) 

City of Indianapolis: Department of 
Public Works (Glenn’s Valley 

Nature Park Retreat House via post 
card) 

Ann Bilodeau (Glennwood Homes 
Association via email and post 
card) 

Melvin J. Crichton (Glennwood 
Homes Association via post card) 

Beth Bylsma (Travis Hill via request 
at Public Meeting) 
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N. Beth Line (Glennwood Homes 
Association via post card) 

Joseph Cleveland (Ozark Fisheries, 
Inc./Grassyforks Fisheries Farm 
No. 1 via post card) 

Debra Underwood (John Sutton 
House via request at Public 
Meeting) 

Charles and Elizabeth Laughner (Le 
Ciel [Charles Laughner House], via 
phone request) 

2. Does your agency have a website or website link where the interested public can find out about
this project and/or provide comments? Please provide relevant links:

Documentation relating to the project is available on INDOT’s IN-SCOPE website located at the 
following link.  
 
http://netservices.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/Default.aspx 
 
The Des No. (0300382) is the most efficient search term, once in IN-SCOPE. 
 
The 800.11e document can be viewed in Appendix M within the Section 6 Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. It can be viewed in the Section 6/DEIS tab at the following web address:  
www.i69indyevn.org 

3. Is this undertaking considered a “major” or “covered” project listed on the Federal
Infrastructure Projects Permitting Dashboard or other federal interagency project tracking
system? If so, please provide the link or reference number:

N/A 

The following are attached to this form (check all that apply):

X Section 106 consultation correspondence

X Maps, photographs, drawings, and/or plans

Additional historic property information

 X Other: 800.11(e) Documentation and Finding of APE, Eligibility, and Effect 
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T R A N S M I T T A L

DATE: May 17, 2017      

TO: Mr. Chad Slider 
 Assistant Director for Environmental Review 
 Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology 
 Indiana Department of Natural Resources 
 402 West Washington Street, Room W274 
                              Indianapolis, IN 46204      
       
ATTENTION: Mr. Wade Tharp      

WE TRANSMIT:       

  Attached   Under Separate Cover   In Accordance With Your Request 

VIA: 

 UPS   Overnight UPS    Personal Delivery   Other: USPS 

Number of Copies Date Description 

1 5/11/17 
I-69 Tier 2 Studies Evansville to Indianapolis: Phase Ia 
Archaeological Survey 2 for Section 6, Morgan, Johnson, and Marion 
Counties, Des. No. 0300382 (Baltz, Wampler, Vehling, McCord, and 
Kelly, 5/11/2017): DHPA No. 4615 

REMARKS:  

Dear Mr. Slider and Mr. Tharp, 

Enclosed for your review and comment is a copy of the Phase Ia Archaeological Survey 2 for the 

I-69 Section 6 project.  

Please let me know if you have questions. 

Sincerely,

Lochmueller Group, Inc. 

By:  Kia Gillette, Environmental Manager   







From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Des. No.: 0300382
Project Description: I-69 Section 6
Location: Martinsville to Indianapolis, Morgan, Johnson, & Marion Counties
The Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) with funding from the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) proposes to proceed with the I-69 Section 6 project. The project is generally
located along SR 37 from Martinsville to Indianapolis in Morgan, Johnson, and Marion Counties.
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires Federal agencies to take into account
the effects of their undertakings on historic properties. The following Tribes have accepted
consulting party status for the project:
Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians
Chippewa Cree
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma
Please review the I-69 Section 6 Archaeological Survey 2 Report (Parts 1 and 2) located in IN-SCOPE
at http://erms.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/ (the Des No. is the most efficient search term,
once in IN-SCOPE), and respond with your comments on any historic resource impacts incurred as a
result of this project so that an environmental report can be completed. We also welcome your
related opinions and other input to be considered in the preparation of the environmental
document. If a hard copy of the materials is needed, please respond to this email with your request
within seven (7) days.
Consulting parties have thirty (30 days) from receipt of this information to review and provide
comment. If we do not receive a response from an invited consulting party in the time allotted, the
project will proceed consistent with the proposed design. Therefore, if we do not receive a
response within thirty (30) days, your agency or organization will not receive any further
information on the project unless the scope of work changes.
Tribal contacts may contact Shaun Miller at smiller@indot.in.gov or 317-233-6795 or Michelle Allen
at FHWA at michelle.allen@dot.gov or 317-226-7344.
Thank you in advance for your input,
Matt Coon
Archaeologist, Cultural Resources Office
INDOT Environmental Services
100 N. Senate Avenue, Room N642
Indianapolis, IN 46204
Phone: 317.233.2083
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Travis Hill Historic District  
Travis Place at Stones Crossing Road 
White River Township, Johnson County 

Comment: 

Response: 

John Sutton House (081-031-10002) 
988 North Bluff Road 
White River Township, Johnson County 

Comment: 
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Response: 

National Register Bulletin No. 15

Reuben Aldrich Farm 
7020 Old SR 37 
Harrison Township, Morgan County 

Comment

Response: 

Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District 
Bluff Road at I-465 
Perry Township, Marion County 

Comment:
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Response:









 Diane Hunter [mailto: ]
 Tuesday, June 06, 2017 4:36 PM

 Miller, Shaun (INDOT) < >
 Des. No. 0300382; I-69 Sec on 6, Morgan, Johnson, & Marion Coun. es Comments of the Miami Tribe of

Oklahoma

Dear Mr. Miller:

A ached you will find the response of the Miami Tribe of Oklahoma to the above men oned project.

Diane Hunter

Tribal Historic Preserva on Officer

Miami Tribe of Oklahoma



Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 
3410 P St. NW, Miami, OK 74354 ● P.O. Box 1326, Miami, OK 74355 

Ph: (918) 541-1300 ● Fax: (918) 542-7260 
www.miamination.com 

June 6, 2017 

Shaun Miller  
Archaeological Team Lead  
Cultural Resources Office, Indiana DOT 
575 North Pennsylvania Street  
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Re: Des. No. 0300382; I-69 Section 6, Morgan, Johnson, & Marion Counties – Comments of the Miami 
Tribe of Oklahoma 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

Aya, kikwehsitoole – I show you respect.  My name is Diane Hunter, and I am the Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer for the Federally Recognized Miami Tribe of Oklahoma.  In this capacity I am the 
Miami Tribe’s point of contact for all Section 106 issues. 

The above-mentioned project is within the aboriginal homelands of the Miami Tribe, and due to the 
project’s location near potentially historically important sites, as indicated by archaeological surveys of 
the project area, it is possible that human remains and/or cultural items falling under the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) could be discovered during this project. If such items 
are discovered during any phase of this project, the Miami Tribe requests immediate notification and 
consultation with the entity of jurisdiction for the location of discovery. In such a case, please contact me 
by phone at 918-541-8966 or by email at dhunter@miamination.com. 

The Miami Tribe objects to projects that will disturb or destroy archaeological sites that may be eligible 
for the National Register of Historic Places and requests copies of the State Historic Preservation 
Officer’s report and any further archaeological surveys that are performed on this site.  

The Miami Tribe requests to continue to serve as a consulting party to this project.  In my capacity as 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer I am the point of contact for consultation.  

Respectfully, 

Diane Hunter 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 
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MEETING MINUTES 

Attendee Organization

I. Introductions/Purpose of the Meeting 

 
 

 

 

II. Site Visit: Travis Hill Historic District (Eligible under Criteria A and C) 

 

 

 

 potential

potential

 



I-69 SECTION 6: MARTINSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS 
7847 Waverly Road                           

Martinsville, Ind. 46151

The following is additional information regarding the Travis Hill Historic District, and is 
provided to supplement the field review and provide detail with regards to questions asked in 
the field. Specifically, this information describes the two options being considered by INDOT 
at Stones Crossing Road. 

 

 

III. John Sutton House (Eligible under Criteria C)
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The following is additional information regarding the John Sutton House, and is provided to 
supplement the field review and provide detail with regards to questions asked in the field.  

 

Action Item Responsible Party Due Date

Details discussed in this meeting are subject to change. This summary is a reflection of the status 
of these items at the close of the meeting. 

These meeting minutes represent the understanding of the events that occurred. Additional 
information provided on the design is in the summary. Please forward any comments or 
revisions to the attention of Linda Weintraut.











Section 6 Resource Agency Comment/Response Meeting



o



Details discussed in this meeting are subject to change. This summary is a reflection of the status of these 
items at the close of the meeting.

These meeting minutes represent the understanding of the events that occurred. Please forward any 
comments or revisions to the attention of Sarah Rubin at srubin@indot.in.us 



 





Sam,

I have checked with INDOT; engineers are presently refining the preferred alterna ve. 

However, as noted during our field visit, the second op on (the one that eliminates the overpass over I-69 and extends a local
access road to Stones Crossing Road) requires  reloca on. There are other acquisi. ons and re-loca ons in the
area that would be incurred as a result of the undertaking. This second op on does not change those acquisions  and re-
loca ons. The  between the two op ons is the addi onal re-locaon.

The entrance into Travis Hill Historic District is not altered with either op on; under both op ons Stones Crossing Road will be
the access point to Travis Hill. Under the second op on, people will access Stones Crossing Road via the new access road. 

Please let me know if you have addi onal quesons . Linda



HNTB Corporation 111 Monument Circle Telephone (317) 636-4682 
Engineers Architects Planners Suite 1200 Facsimile (317) 917-5211 
  Indianapolis, IN  46204-5178 www.hntb.com 

July 7, 2017

Mr. Chad Slider
Assistant Director of Environmental Review
Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology
Indiana Department of Natural Resources
402 West Washington Street, Room W274
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

Re: Des No.: 0300382
IDNR DHPA No.: 4615

 I-69 Section 6
Morgan, Johnson, and Marion Counties, Indiana

  

Dear Mr. Slider: 

The I-69 Tier 2 Studies Evansville to Indianapolis Phase Ia Archaeological Survey 2 for Section 6, 
Morgan, Johnson, and Marion Counties, Indiana Report (June 21, 2017) has been revised per 
comments in your letter dated June 19, 2017.  The revised report is attached for your records.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (317) 917-5240, or at kgillette@hntb.com. 

Sincerely,

HNTB Indiana, Incorporated

Kia M. Gillette
Environmental Project Manager

emc: Shaun Miller, INDOT Cultural Resources Office
Matt Coon, INDOT Cultural Resources Office
Beth McCord, Gray & Pape
Linda Weintraut, Weintraut & Associates
Bethany Natali, Weintraut & Associates
Chris Meador, HNTB Indiana
Tim Miller, HNTB Indiana













1



 

2



Des. No.:   0300382

Project Description: Section 6 of the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis   Location:   Morgan, Johnson, and Marion
Counties

The Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) with funding from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
proposes to proceed with Section 6 of the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies (Des. No. 0300382; DHPA No.:
4615).

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires Federal agencies to take into account the effects of their
undertakings on historic properties.  The following agencies/individuals are consulting parties:

Mark Dollase, Indiana Landmarks-Central Regional Office
Joanne Raetz Stuttgen, Morgan County Historic Preservation Society & Martinsville Plan Commission
Pauline Spiegel
Paul Brandenburg, Historic SPANs Task Force
David Baker, Indianapolis Historic Preservation
James Cooper
Mitch Zoll, IDNR-DHPA/SHPO
Normal Voyles, Morgan County Commissioner



Ross Holloway, City of Martinsville
Max Fitzpatrick, Johnson County Historian
Debra Underwood
Larry and Loretta Hess
Brehob Nursery
Mapa Properties, LLC
Peaper & Proctor Real Estate, LLC
Evelyn Novicki Trust and Trustee
John W. Demaree
Scott Greenhouse, LLC
Julie and Ryan Gettum
John and Sandra Harrison
Ann Bilodeau
Melvin J. Crichton
Henry and Mary Scheid
Jeffrey and Beth Line
John R. Simms
Charles F. Laughner
Jerry L. Barnett
Donald Colvin, Indianapolis DPW
Lonnie and Marcia Smith
Rich Underwood
Joseph Cleveland, Ozark Fisheries, Inc.
M. Duane and C. Dean Leonard
Ginger Fitzpatrick
Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma
Chippewa Cree
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma

Please  review  the  Notification  to  the  Advisory  Council  and  Supporting  Documentation  located  in  IN-SCOPE  at
 (the Des No. is the most efficient search term, once in IN-SCOPE).  If a

hard copy of the materials is needed, please respond to this email with your request within seven (7) days.

Tribal contacts may contact Shaun Miller at or  or Michelle Allen at FHWA at
or .

Thank you in advance for your input,





https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=36a678f7d1&jsver=ujO6RgBCJN0.en.&view=pt&as_from=indot.in.gov&as_has=0300382&as_sizeoperator=… 1/2

FHWA Project: I 69 Section 6 (Des. No. 0300382) Notification to the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation
1 message

Kennedy , Mary <MKENNEDY@indot.in.gov> Thu, Jul 27, 2017 at 12:50 PM
To: "lpappenfort@peoriatribe.com" <lpappenfort@peoriatribe.com>, "jbunch@ukb-nsn.gov" <jbunch@ukb-nsn.gov>,
"eoosahwee-voss@ukb-nsn.gov" <eoosahwee-voss@ukb-nsn.gov>, "alvin@nei-yahw.com" <alvin@nei-yahw.com>,
"melody.henry@nei-yahw.com" <melody.henry@nei-yahw.com>, "dlankford@miamination.com"
<dlankford@miamination.com>, "dhunter@miamination.com" <dhunter@miamination.com>
Cc: "michelle.allen@dot.gov" <michelle.allen@dot.gov>, "Miller, Shaun (INDOT)" <smiller@indot.in.gov>, "Coon, Matthew"
<mcoon@indot.in.gov>, "Kumar, Anuradha" <akumar@indot.in.gov>, "Carpenter, Patrick A" <PACarpenter@indot.in.gov>,
"Hilden, Laura" <lhilden@indot.in.gov>, "Rubin, Sarah" <SRubin@indot.in.gov>, "Earl, James" <JEARL@indot.in.gov>, Linda
Weintraut <linda@weintrautinc.com>

Des. No.:  0300382

Project Descripon:       I-69 Secon 6

Locaon: ̀  Marns ville to Indianapolis, Mor gan, Johnson, & Marion Coun es

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

The Indiana Department of Transportaon (INDO T) with funding from the Federal Highway Administraon (FHW A)
proposes to proceed with the I-69 Secon 6 pr oject. The project is generally located along SR 37 from Marns ville to
Indianapolis in Morgan, Johnson, and Marion Counes, Indiana.

Secon 106 of the Naȁonal His toric Preservaon Act r equires Federal agencies to take into account the effects of
their undertakings on historic properes. The f ollowing Tribes have accepted consulng party s tatus for the project:

Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma

United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians

Chippewa Cree

Miami Tribe of Oklahoma

Please review the Nofic aon t o the Advisory Council and Supporng Documen taon loc ated in IN-SCOPE at
http://erms.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/ (the Des No. is the most efficient search term, once in IN-SCOPE). 
If a hard copy of the materials is needed, please respond to this email with your request within seven (7) days.

Tribal contacts may contact Shaun Miller at smiller@indot.in.gov or 317- 233-6795 or Michelle Allen at FHWA at
michelle.allen@dot.gov or 317-226-7344.

Thank you in advance for your input,



Mary E. Kennedy 
Architectural Historian/His tory Team Lead

Cultural Resources Office

Environmental Services

100 N. Senate Ave., Room N642

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Office: (317) 232-5215

Email: mkennedy@indot.in.gov



Sent from my Verizon 4G LTE Droid



Sent from my Verizon 4G LTE Droid



 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: "Earl, James" <JEARL@indot.in.gov> 
To: "RANDOLPH, JASON" <JRANDOLP@idem.in.gov>, "Buffington, Matt" <MBuffington@dnr.in.gov>, "Groce, 
Samantha" <SGroce@idem.in.gov>, "Burdick, Melanie" <Burdick.Melanie@epa.gov>, "Kozelichki, Janelle M" 
<JKozelic@idem.in.gov>, "Westlake, Kenneth" <westlake.kenneth@epa.gov>, "CLARK METTLER, MARTHA" 
<MCLARK@idem.in.gov>, "SULLIVAN, JAMES" <JSULLIVA@idem.in.gov>, "Braun, Randy" 
<RBRAUN@idem.in.gov>, "Zoll, Mitchell K" <MZoll@dnr.in.gov>, "Carr, John" <JCarr@dnr.in.gov>, "Slider, 
Chad (DNR)" <CSlider@dnr.in.gov>, "Tharp, Wade" <WTharp1@dnr.in.gov>, "jsteinm@indiana.edu" 
<jsteinm@indiana.edu>, "tthomps@indiana.edu" <tthomps@indiana.edu>, 
"Deborah.D.Snyder@usace.army.mil" <Deborah.D.Snyder@usace.army.mil>, "scott_pruitt@fws.gov" 
<scott_pruitt@fws.gov>, "Michelle B. Allen (michelle.allen@dot.gov)" <michelle.allen@dot.gov>, 
"julie.dingle@dot.gov" <julie.dingle@dot.gov>, "Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov" <Janice.Osadczuk@dot.gov>, 
"eryn.fletcher@dot.gov" <eryn.fletcher@dot.gov>, "Laszewski, Virginia" <Laszewski.Virginia@epa.gov>, 
"McWilliams, Robin" <robin_mcwilliams@fws.gov> 
Cc: "Rubin, Sarah" <SRubin@indot.in.gov>, "Dietrick, Andrew" <ADietrick@indot.in.gov>, "Hilden, Laura" 
<lhilden@indot.in.gov>, "Bales, Ronald" <rbales@indot.in.gov>, "Jansen, Jennifer L." 
<JJansen@indot.in.gov>, "Ferlo, Albert M." <AFerlo@perkinscoie.com>, Timothy Miller <tnmiller@hntb.com>, 
"Kieffner, Jeremy" <JKieffner@lochgroup.com> 
Bcc:  
Date: Fri, 4 Aug 2017 22:04:58 +0000 
Subject: RE: I-69 Section 6 DEIS Comment Resolution & Project Update Mtg

Jim Earl, P.E.

Office:
Cell:

 





Section 6 Resource Agency DEIS Comment/Response Meeting #2 

o

o



o

o

o



o

o

o

o





Details discussed in this meeting are subject to change. This summary is a reflection of the status of these 
items at the close of the meeting.
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*The 2 Non-Profits were included as “businesses” in the DEIS.  These are not “additional” but rather reclassified to better define 
the entity.  The business relocations in C4 were adjusted accordingly.  





 Review of Application of Criteria for Adverse Effects to Section 6 of the I-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis Project, Johnson County, Indiana 



 





Project Manager



Deputy Director of Public-Private Partnerships

Project Manager, I-69 Section 6

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are intended solely for the use of the individual or
entity to whom they are addressed. If you are NOT the intended recipient and receive this communication, please
delete this message and any attachments. Thank you.









 

Memorandum of Agreement: I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Section 6 
DES. NO.: 0300382 
Version September 11, 2017 

the Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA”) is proposing to construct Section 6, beginning 
on State Road (“SR”) 37 south of SR 39 in Martinsville, Indiana, centering on and continuing in a 
northeasterly direction along current SR 37 to I-465 in Indianapolis, Indiana (“Section 6 Project”), of the I-
69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project, which is located in Washington, Clay, Madison, Green, and Harrison 
Townships of Morgan County, Indiana; White River Township of Johnson County, Indiana; and in Decatur 
and Perry Townships of Marion County, Indiana; and

 FHWA, in cooperation with the Indiana Department of Transportation (“INDOT”), has 
conducted a two-tiered study for the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project; and  

 the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project has been divided into six sections for the Tier 2 
Study; and  

 each Tier 2 section, as defined in the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project Tier 1 
Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”), is considered a separate undertaking for purposes of 
consultation; and  

 the Section 6 Project provides for a divided interstate highway using the preferred alignment 
identified as the Refined Preferred Alternative which is composed of features of alternatives C1, C2, C3, 
and C4 as described in the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project Tier 2 Draft EIS, and in Attachment A, 
Project Description; and  

 FHWA, in consultation with the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer (“Indiana SHPO”), 
has defined the Section 6 Project’s area of potential effects (“APE”), as defined in 36 C.F.R § 800.16(d) 
(2017), for aboveground resources to generally be not less than 4,000 feet wide and centered on existing 
SR 37 (a four-lane divided highway), identified as the Tier 1 Alternative 3C, and not less than 2,000 feet 
wide along I-465 (see Attachment B); and  

 FHWA, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, has defined the Section 6 Project APE for 
archaeological resources, as the term defined in 36 C.F.R. § 800.16(d) (2017), as the area within the right 
of way for the Section 6 Refined Preferred Alternative as described in Attachment A; and  

 the East Washington Street Historic District and Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1 are listed 
in the National Register of Historic Places (“NRHP”); and 

 FHWA, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, has determined, pursuant to 36 C.F.R. § 
800.4(c) (2017), that the Morgan County Bridge 224 (National Bridge Inventory [“NBI”] No. 5500142), Top 
Notch Farm, W.E. Nutter House, Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries, Reuben Aldrich Farm, Morgan 
County Bridge No. 166 (NBI No. 5500153), Travis Hill Historic District, John Sutton House, Marion County 
Bridge No. 4513 F (NBI No. 4900484), Cleary-Barnett House, Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House, 
Glennwood Homes Association Historic District, Le Ciel (Charles Laughner House), and Southside 
German Market Gardeners Historic District are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP; and  

 FHWA, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, has found that the Morgan County Bridge  
224 (NBI No. 5500142), Top Notch Farm, East Washington Street Historic District, W.E. Nutter House, 
Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries, Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1, Reuben Aldrich Farm, Morgan 



 

Memorandum of Agreement: I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Section 6 
DES. NO.: 0300382 
Version September 11, 2017 

County Bridge No. 166 (NBI No. 5500153), Travis Hill Historic District, John Sutton House, Marion County 
Bridge No. 4513 F (NBI No. 4900484), Cleary-Barnett House, Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House, 
Glennwood Homes Association Historic District, Le Ciel (Charles Laughner House), and Southside 
German Market Gardeners Historic District are within the Section 6 Project’s APE; and 

 in accordance with 36 C.F.R. § 800.4, FHWA and the Indiana SHPO, has determined that 
the identification and evaluation of archaeological properties, within portions of the archaeological APE of 
the Refined Preferred Alternative remains to be completed; and  

 in accordance with 36 C.F.R. § 800.4(b)(2), FHWA and the Indiana SHPO have agreed to 
use of a phased process to complete the identification and evaluation of archaeological properties that 
may be affected by the undertaking; and 

 the FHWA, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, has determined pursuant to 36 C.F.R. 
Section 800.5(a) that the Section 6 Project will have an adverse effect on the Reuben Aldrich Farm and 
the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District; and 

 the FHWA has consulted with the Indiana SHPO in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. § 306108) and its implementing regulations (36 C.F.R. 
Section 800) to resolve the adverse effect on the Reuben Aldrich Farm and the Southside German 
Market Gardeners Historic District; and 

 the public was given an opportunity to comment on the undertaking’s adverse effect in a 
notice published on March 21, March 28, and April 4, 2017, in the Daily Journal (Johnson County), the 
Indianapolis Star (Marion County), and the Martinsville Reporter (Morgan County); and 

 FHWA has notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (“Council”) of the adverse 
effect and invited the Council’s participation in the project, pursuant to 36 C.F.R. § 800.6(a)(1) (2017), in a 
notification dated March 20, 2017, and notified the Council of an objection to certain individual effect 
findings in a letter dated July 26, 2017, and   

 the Council has declined to participate in consultation in a letter dated April 6, 2017 and the 
Council concurred that FHWA correctly applied the Criteria of Adverse effect on individual properties in a 
letter dated August 17, 2017; and 

 INDOT is responsible for assisting FHWA to carry out the requirements of this Memorandum 
of Agreement (“MOA”), has participated in consultation, and has been invited by FHWA to be a signatory 
to this MOA; and  

the Delaware Nation of Oklahoma, Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma; Prairie Band 
Potawatomi Nation; Shawnee Tribe; Miami Tribe of Oklahoma; United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee 
Indians; Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma; Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma; Red Cliff Band of 
Lake Superior Chippewas; Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians, Michigan; Chippewa 
Cree; Saginaw Chippewa Tribe of Michigan were invited to participate in consultation; and

the Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma; Miami Tribe of Oklahoma; United Keetoowah Band 
of Cherokee Indians; and Chippewa Cree have participated in consultation; and

Consulting Parties have participated in consultation as identified in Attachment C  and

 FHWA has consulted with the Indiana SHPO in accordance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. 306108) and its implementing regulations (36 C.F.R. part 800) 
concerning the scope of work as presented in the materials and plans dated: June 14, 2004; June 29, 
2004; August 13, 2005; August 15, 2005; October 24, 2005; August 24, 2006; June 25, 2008; February 5, 
2015; April 27, 2015; July 31, 2016; April 27, 2015; June 30, 2015; October 15, 2015; November 19, 
2015; January 4, 2016; March 14, 2016; April 21, 2016; June 15, 2016; August 2, 2016; and August 29, 
2016; October 28, 2016; March 17, 2017; July 7, 2017; and agreed to proceed with the project as 
proposed and as reflected in Indiana SHPO correspondence dated  June 25, 2004, September 7, 2005; 
November 21, 2005; December 21, 2006; July 25, 2008; March 10, 2015; May 15, 2015; May 19, 2015; 
May 26, 2015; July 30, 2015; November 4, 2015; December 21, 2015; February 4, 2016; April 14, 2016; 
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May 11, 2016; June 1, 2016; July 14, 2016; August 26, 2016; September 1, 2016; November 28, 2016; 
April 13, 2017; May 5, 2017; June 19, 2017; and August 7, 2017.  

 FHWA, and the Indiana SHPO agree that upon FHWA's approval of the Section 6 
Project, FHWA shall ensure that the following stipulations are implemented in order to take into account 
the effect of the Section 6 Project on historic properties.

FHWA shall ensure that the following measures are carried out: 

In consultation with the Indiana SHPO, INDOT shall ensure that all work performed pursuant to 
this MOA is performed or supervised by a qualified individual and/or team(s) that meet the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards as outlined in Appendix A to 36 
CFR 61 for history, archaeology, architectural history, architecture, and/or historic architecture, as 
appropriate. 

The individual and/or team(s) performing or supervising the archaeology investigations shall 
have supervisory experience in the prehistoric and historic archaeology of the southeastern 
Indiana region. All work performed or supervised by such person or persons shall be conducted 
pursuant the provisions of Indiana Code 14-21-1, 312 Indiana Administrative Code 22, and the 
most current versions of the “Guidebook for Indiana Historic Sites and Structures Inventory-
Archaeological Sites” and the INDOT Cultural Resources Manual.

FHWA and INDOT shall ensure Context Sensitive Design is implemented in the following 
manner. The execution of this stipulation is considered to satisfy, for the Section 6 Project, the 
commitment in Stipulation II.A.4. of the 2003 I-69 Tier 1 Memorandum of Agreement Between the 
Federal Highway Administration and the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding the 
Selection of a Corridor for I-69, From Evansville to Indianapolis, Indiana (“Tier 1 MOA”). 

  INDOT and/or its representatives shall consult with the property owner of the Reuben 
Aldrich Farm and, if appropriate and given consent by the property owner, will fund and install 
vegetative screening on this property. If the property owner provides consent for the 
vegetative screen, the property owner will provide INDOT and/or its contractors with right of 
entry to the property during mitigation implementation and subsequent monitoring. After the 
installation of the vegetative screening, maintenance of such screening on private property 
will be the responsibility the property owner of the Reuben Aldrich Farm. 

  As soon as practical, FHWA will convene an Advisory Team to consider the treatment of 
the side slopes along I-465 within the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District 
and the bridge carrying I-465 over Bluff Road within the Southside German Market 
Gardeners Historic District. Responsibilities of and participation of the Advisory Team include 
the following:  

At the discretion of FHWA, the following may be invited to participate on the Advisory 
Team: individuals having a geographic connection to, or an interest in, the Southside 
German Market Gardeners Historic District or individuals with an expertise pertaining to 
historic preservation. Representatives from INDOT or the Indiana SHPO may participate 
in Advisory Team meetings at their discretion. 

FHWA will convene no less than two meetings of the Advisory Team: one meeting 
shall occur at the thirty (30) percent design phase and one meeting shall occur at the 
sixty (60) percent design phase. The Advisory Team shall review plans, comment, and 
make specific recommendations regarding the Project design, scopes of work, and 
details for consideration by FHWA. The Advisory Team will be chaired or overseen by a 
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representative from INDOT or by a consultant. The chair will be responsible for 
convening meetings of the Advisory Team, preparing and maintaining a summary of 
meetings, and preparing and submitting Advisory Team recommendations to FHWA for 
consideration, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO.  

The Advisory Team will function in an advisory capacity to assist INDOT in 
developing certain Section 6 Project design details within the Southside German Market 
Gardeners Historic District, limited to aesthetic treatments, such as the use and type of 
vegetative screening and/or stamped or textured bridge walls. 

INDOT and/or its consultants will provide any materials needed for review by the 
Advisory Team at least fifteen (15) days before scheduled meetings. In addition to 
comments voiced in meetings, Advisory Team members may provide written comments 
to the chair within fifteen (15) days following the scheduled meeting. Meeting summaries 
will be distributed to all attendees, FHWA, and INDOT following each meeting. Should 
the Indiana SHPO elect to not participate in the Advisory Team, the minutes of the design 
meetings will be forwarded to the Indiana SHPO for review and comment.  

INDOT and/or its consultants will be responsible for transmitting plans at the thirty 
(30) percent design phase and the sixty (60) percent design phase to the Indiana SHPO 
for review and comment should the Indiana SHPO elect to not participate in the in the 
Advisory Team meetings,.  

Based on the comments provided by the Advisory Team members, the chair will 
develop recommendations and submit them to FHWA for consideration and action. 

INDOT and/or its consultant shall be responsible for providing final design plans, or 
one hundred (100) percent design, provided to members of the Advisory Team and the 
Indiana SHPO for their records.  

FHWA shall have the authority for final approval of actions recommended by the 
Advisory Team regarding the implementation of measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
effects to the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District. 

FHWA and INDOT shall ensure Education and Interpretation are implemented in the following 
manner. The execution of this stipulation shall be considered to satisfy, for the Section 6 Project, 
the commitment in Stipulations II.C.2 and II.C.3. of the 2003 I-69 Tier 1 MOA.  

INDOT shall fund the manufacture and the installation of an interpretive sign within the 
boundaries of the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District or at a neighboring 
park or public space with a connection to the District. The interpretative sign shall provide 
information about the history of these resources in Section 6 of the Tier 2 Study. The design 
and graphic content of the sign may focus on German Ethnic Heritage in Indianapolis and/or 
Market Gardening in Indianapolis. The proposed locations, design, and content (text and 
illustrations) of the interpretive signage will be prepared by a qualified professional historian 
and shall be submitted to the Advisory Team and Indiana SHPO at thirty (30) and sixty (60) 
percent completion for review and comment. If the Advisory Team and/or Indiana SHPO do 
not respond within thirty (30) days, acceptance will be assumed. If the Advisory Team and/or 
Indiana SHPO responds with recommendations, a good faith effort to accommodate the 
recommendations will be made. Content, graphic design, and final design plans for the 
interpretative signs will be provided to Advisory Team and the SHPO for their records.  

INDOT shall fund the preparation a NRHP District Nomination Documentation, if given 
consent by the majority of property owners within the Southside German Market Gardeners 
Historic District. This NRHP Nomination Documentation will serve as an educational 
component to disseminate information about the history of the District. The NRHP 
Nomination Documentation shall be made available as a paper copy at selected repositories 
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in Marion County and in an electronic format on selected websites including but not limited to 
those of the NRHP (National Park Service), Indiana Department of Natural 
Resources/Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology (“IDNR/DHPA”), and INDOT.

FHWA and INDOT shall ensure that the NRHP Nomination Documentation is completed. 
If the application preparation is not undertaken directly by INDOT, INDOT shall provide 
funding to a consultant for activities performed in preparation of the application. INDOT 
and/or its consultant shall prepare and submit the first draft of the application to the Indiana 
SHPO within two years of the project's construction letting. 

The qualified professional shall contact the National Register Survey and Registration 
staff at the Indiana Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology (IDNR/DHPA) 
/Indiana SHPO prior to beginning work on the application to discuss the National Register 
process and expectations for completion of the application. 

Prior to preparing the application to the Indiana SHPO, INDOT shall publicize and 
hold a public meeting for the purpose of informing property owners and residents of the 
proposed district and other interested persons about the National Register and 
application process. 

Photographs of the district that are required to be included in the application shall be 
taken by the qualified professional within the twelve-month period immediately preceding 
the submission of the application to the Indiana SHPO, and all such photographs shall be 
taken either before the commencement of construction of this project or after the 
completion of this project. 

INDOT's obligation to prepare the application shall be considered satisfied when the 
Indiana SHPO notifies INDOT and/or its consultant that the application is complete and 
suitable for presentation to the Indiana Historic Preservation Review Board. 

INDOT shall fund the preparation of the NRHP Nomination Documentation for the 
Reuben Aldrich Farm, if the property owner gives permission for the preparation of the 
nomination. This NRHP Nomination Documentation will provide a means to disseminate 
information about the history of agriculture. The NRHP Nomination Documentation shall be 
made available as a paper copy at selected repositories in Morgan County and in an 
electronic format on selected websites including but not limited to those of the NRHP 
(National Park Service), IDNR/DHPA, and INDOT  

FHWA and INDOT shall ensure that the NRHP Nomination Documentation for the Aldrich 
Farm is completed. If the application preparation is not undertaken directly by INDOT, INDOT 
shall provide funding to a consultant for activities performed in preparation of the application. 
INDOT or its consultant shall prepare and submit the application to the Indiana SHPO within 
two years of the project's construction letting. 

The qualified professional shall contact the Survey and Registration staff at the 
IDNR/DHPA prior to beginning work on the application to discuss the National Register 
process and expectations for completion of the application. 

Photographs of the property that are required to be included in the application shall 
be taken by the qualified professional within the twelve-month period immediately 
preceding the submission of the application to the IDNR/DHPA/Indiana SHPO, and all 
such photographs shall be taken either before the commencement of construction of this 
project or after the completion of this project. 

INDOT's obligation to prepare the application shall be considered satisfied when the 
Indiana SHPO notifies INDOT and/or its consultant that the application is complete and 
suitable for presentation to the Indiana Historic Preservation Review Board. 

 INDOT shall fund the manufacture and the installation of a commemorative plaque for 
the Reuben Aldrich Farm upon acceptance of the Reuben Aldrich Farm for listing in the 
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NRHP, if the property owner provides permission for the installation and for access to the 
property. The plaque will state that the Reuben Aldrich Farm is listed in the NRHP and will be 
affixed to one of the buildings that contribute to the significance of the property. INDOT’s 
obligation to manufacture and install the plaque should be completed within one year of the 
property’s listing in the NRHP.  

If the Section 6 Project is modified after a finding of effect has been issued, then FHWA shall 
review the Section 6 Project modifications and proceed by complying with II.C.1. and, if 
appropriate, II.C.2. References to FHWA also apply to INDOT, wherever INDOT is authorized to 
act on FHWA’s behalf. 

FHWA shall determine whether any modifications have the potential to cause adverse 
effects on aboveground resources, if any are found to exist within the area in which the 
modifications may cause effects. 

If FHWA determines that the project modifications do not have the potential to cause 
adverse effects on aboveground resources, then FHWA or INDOT shall document that 
determination in its records, and no further review or consultation with respect to those 
modifications’ effects on aboveground properties is required for purposes of this MOA. 

If FHWA determines that the project modifications have the potential to adversely 
affect aboveground resources, then FHWA or INDOT shall proceed to review the 
modifications in accordance with Stipulation II.C.2. 

Prior to determining whether the project modifications have the potential to adversely 
affect aboveground resources, FHWA may submit, for the Indiana SHPO’s files, copies of 
reports generated as a result of modifications or may request the opinion of the Indiana 
SHPO about identification, evaluation, effects assessment or avoidance, minimization or 
mitigation or about any other issue under federal or state preservation or archaeological 
law pertaining to the project, provided that such a request for an opinion is not substituted 
for formal consultation under Stipulation II.C.2. The Indiana SHPO shall have thirty (30) 
days to respond to such a request. 

If FHWA determines that a project modification has the potential to cause adverse effects 
on aboveground resources, then FHWA shall re-open the Section 106 consultation process in 
accordance with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations that are in effect on the date upon which 
this MOA has been signed by the last of all required and invited signatories. 

The re-opened consultation shall occur with regard only to: 

(i) Adverse effects assessment, or avoidance, minimization or mitigation of adverse 
effects related to the project modifications, for previously-evaluated aboveground 
properties within the APE, or 

(ii) Identification, evaluation, adverse effects assessment, or avoidance, 
minimization or mitigation of adverse effects related to the project modifications, for 
aboveground properties, within the area added to the APE, as a result of the 
expansion of the APE. 

(iii)  Except that if Stipulation III.B. also requires re-opening the Section 106 process 
for identification, evaluation, or adverse effects assessment or for avoidance, 
minimization, or mitigation of adverse effects, then any such activities pertaining to 
archaeological resources also shall be included in the consultation. 

FHWA shall consult with the consulting parties listed in Attachment C and other 
parties, as appropriate, except to the extent that the public disclosure of information 
about resources is withheld or limited under Stipulation III.A.3. 
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FHWA shall issue a new finding, supported either by revised documentation or by an 
update to the documentation, regardless of whether additional, or different kinds of, 
adverse effects have been found to result from the modification of the project. 

The studies completed pursuant to Stipulation III.E. shall demonstrate a level of effort 
consistent with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect on the date upon which the last of 
the required signatories has signed this MOA and provide FHWA with the information to 
determine, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, which archaeological properties are 
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. FHWA shall acknowledge and seek the special expertise of 
any federally recognized Indian Tribes which have previously entered into consultation in 
assessing the eligibility of historic properties and/or that may possess religious and cultural 
significance to them. 

In implementing Stipulation III.A through III.F., INDOT may consult with the consulting 
parties listed in Attachment C and others identified in accordance with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 
regulations in effect on the date upon which this MOA is fully executed. 

In accordance with Section 304 of the NHPA and the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in 
effect on the date upon which this MOA is fully executed INDOT and its consultants, shall 
ensure that sensitive information regarding the nature and location of human remains and 
grave goods, and the location, character, and ownership of archaeological sites is kept 
confidential from the public. 

In ensuring that any human remains and grave goods identified are treated in a sensitive, 
respectful, and careful manner, INDOT shall be guided by the Council’s “Policy Statement 
Regarding Treatment of Human Remains and Grave Goods” (February 23, 2007) and the 
Native American Graves Protections and Repatriation Act (“NAGPRA”) regulations set forth 
in 43 C.F.R. part 10, and other guidelines as appropriate. 

If any human remains are encountered during the project, work shall cease in the 
immediate area and the human remains left undisturbed. INDOT shall contact the county 
coroner and law enforcement officials immediately, and the discovery must be reported to the 
Indiana SHPO within two (2) business days. The discovery must be treated in accordance 
with Indiana Code 14-21-1 and 312 Indiana Administrative Code 22. Work at this site shall 
not resume until a plan for the treatment of the human remains is developed and approved in 
consultation with the Indiana SHPO, the INDOT Cultural Resources Office, and any 
appropriate consulting parties. 

Modifications to the Section 6 Project which fall outside of the archaeological APE, 
depicted in Attachment B, dated August 31, 2017, shall be subject to archaeological 
identification, evaluation and assessment per Stipulations III.B - III.C. If FHWA determines 
that the modifications have the potential to cause adverse effects on archaeological 
resources, then FHWA shall re-open the Section 106 process in accordance with the 36 
C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at that time. 

Any dispute regarding the report(s) shall be resolved in accordance with Stipulations 
IV.A. 

Upon completion of work, FHWA shall provide copies of final reports to the Indiana SHPO, 
INDOT, and federally recognized Indian Tribes when appropriate, and afford them thirty (30) 
days to review and submit comments on the reports. FHWA shall respond to all comments 
received. 
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  Before commencing ground-disturbing activities in the Section 6 Project archaeological 
APE for the Refined Preferred Alternative (as identified on the Attachment B map dated 
August 31, 2017), INDOT and/or its consultants shall complete the identification and 
evaluation of archaeological resources for inclusion in the NRHP in any of these areas of 
ground disturbance in accordance with applicable Federal and State standards and 
guidelines listed in Stipulation III.A. 

 INDOT and/or its consultants shall investigate any additional locations where ground-
disturbing activities are proposed or where they may occur within temporary easements and 
permanent right of way. 

  INDOT and/or its consultants shall prepare and distribute a final Identification and 
Evaluation report in accordance with Stipulations I and III.A. 

  Upon completion of the evaluation, INDOT and/or its consultants shall follow the 
procedures set forth in the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect on the date upon which 
this MOA is fully executed which shall include updated documentation described in those 
regulations, if it is determined that no historic properties shall be affected. 

If FHWA and the Indiana SHPO agree that any archaeological resources identified are 
not NRHP eligible, then no further action is necessary under the terms of this MOA and 
FHWA’s responsibilities under Section 106 are fulfilled. 

If FHWA determines any of the NRHP criteria are met and the Indiana SHPO agrees, the 
archaeological resource shall be considered eligible for the NRHP and treated in accordance 
with the Stipulations III.C - III.F. 

If FHWA and the Indiana SHPO do not agree on NRHP eligibility, FHWA shall follow the 
procedures identified in accordance with Stipulation IV.A.

In consultation with the Indiana SHPO, federally recognized Indian Tribes that may 
ascribe traditional cultural and religious significance to affected properties, and other parties 
whom FHWA deems appropriate, FHWA shall determine if the Section 6 Project shall 
adversely affect archeological properties determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP 
pursuant to the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect on the date upon which this MOA is 
fully executed.

If, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, federally recognized Indian Tribes that may 
ascribe traditional cultural and religious significance to affected properties, and other parties 
whom FHWA deems appropriate, FHWA determines the Project may adversely affect NRHP-
eligible archeological properties, then FHWA shall make reasonable efforts to avoid or 
minimize the adverse effect. If, after this consultation, FHWA determines it is not possible to 
avoid or minimize adverse effects, then FHWA shall treat the archaeological resource in 
accordance with Stipulation III.F. of the MOA.

Any dispute regarding the determination of effects on NRHP-eligible archaeological 
properties shall be resolved in accordance with applicable Federal and State standards and 
guidelines listed in Stipulation IV.A.

Consultation with the Indiana SHPO determined that there is insufficient information 
regarding archaeological sites 12-Mg-0564, 12-Mg-0565, 12-Mg-0566, 12-Mg-0567, and 12-
Mg-0568 to determine whether they are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. These sites must 
be avoided or subjected to further archaeological investigations. If avoidance is not feasible, 
a plan for evaluative testing will be submitted to the SHPO for review and comment. 
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Additionally, consultation with the Indiana SHPO revealed that there is insufficient 
information regarding archaeological sites 12-Mg-0052, 12-Mg-0334, 12-Mg-0561, 12-Mg-
0571, 12-Jo-0010, 12-Jo-0017, 12-Jo-0042, 12-Jo-0044, 12-Jo-0062, 12-Jo-0489, 12-Ma-
0052, 12-Ma-0170, 12-Ma-0171, 12-Ma-0174, 12-Ma-0175, and 12-Ma-0241 to determine 
whether they are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. However, portions of these sites within 
the Section 6 Project APE do not appear to contain significant archaeological deposits; and, 
therefore, no further archaeological investigations are necessary in those portions of the 
sites. The portions of the sites located outside the Section 6 Project APE will be clearly 
marked prior to ground disturbing activities so that they are avoided by all project activities. If 
avoidance is not feasible, a plan for further archaeological investigations will be submitted to 
the SHPO for review and comment.

Similarly, consultation with the Indiana SHPO revealed that there is insufficient 
information regarding archaeological site 12-Mg-0525 to determine whether it is eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. This site must be avoided by project activities or if it cannot be 
avoided subjected to additional investigation to make an eligibility determination. Site 12-Mg-
0525 lies outside the Section 6 Project APE and will be avoided by all project related ground 
disturbance. 

Also in consultation with Indiana SHPO, it has been determined that an Alluvial 
Floodplain Area near Indian Creek, an Alluvial Floodplain Area (three loci) near Crooked 
Creek, and an Alluvial Floodplain Area near Honey Creek in the White River valley have the 
potential for buried cultural deposits and should be avoided by project activities, or if they 
cannot be avoided, subjected to Phase Ic investigations as necessary to identify and evaluate 
potential buried archaeological sites. 

Where avoidance is not possible, all archaeological investigations shall be conducted 
according to applicable Federal and State standards and guidelines listed in Stipulations I 
and III.A.

To maximize the opportunity to avoid adverse effects, the required archaeological 
investigations shall be conducted as soon as practicable upon securing the appropriate rights 
to access property.

INDOT, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, and other parties deemed appropriate by 
INDOT, shall take reasonable measures to avoid disinterment and disturbance to human 
remains and grave goods of religious and cultural significance to Native Americans, including 
investigations associated with modifications of the Section 6 Project. 

 Upon completion of any additional investigations, FHWA shall complete the identification 
and evaluation of archaeological resources for inclusion in the NRHP in accordance with 
applicable Federal and State standards and guidelines in consultation with the Indiana SHPO 
and appropriate consulting parties and federally recognized Indian Tribes. 

If FHWA, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, federally recognized Indian Tribes that may 
ascribe traditional cultural and religious significance to affected properties, and other parties 
whom FHWA deems appropriate, determines that the adverse effect cannot be avoided or 
minimized, then FHWA shall develop and implement a Treatment Plan(s), as part of the above 
consultation, to mitigate the adverse effects to an archeological resource on a site-by-site basis. 
The implementation of the Treatment Plan(s) must be completed for each site prior to the 
initiation of any Project construction activities within a segment that could affect that site. 
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Disagreement and misunderstanding about how this MOA is or is not being implemented shall be 
resolved in the following manner: 

If any signatory or concurring party to this MOA should object in writing to FHWA 
regarding any action carried out or proposed with respect to the Section 6 Project and 
implementation of this MOA, then FHWA shall consult with the objecting party to resolve this 
objection. If after such consultation FHWA determines that the objection cannot be resolved 
through consultation, then FHWA shall forward all documentation relevant to the objection to 
the Council, including FHWA's proposed response to the objection. Within forty-five (45) days 
after receipt of all pertinent documentation, the Council shall exercise one of the following 
options: 

 Provide FHWA with a staff-level recommendation, which FHWA shall take into account 
in reaching a final decision regarding its response to the objection; or 

Notify FHWA that the objection shall be referred for formal comment pursuant to the 
36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at that time, and proceed to refer the objection 
and comment. FHWA shall take into account the Council's comments in reaching a final 
decision regarding its response to the objection.

If comments or recommendations from the Council are provided in accordance with this 
stipulation, then FHWA shall take into account any Council comment or recommendations 
provided in accordance with this stipulation with reference only to the subject of the objection. 
FHWA's responsibility to carry out all actions under the MOA that are not the subject(s) of the 
objection shall remain unchanged.

In the event that one or more historic properties—other than the Morgan County Bridge  224 (NBI 
No. 5500142), Top Notch Farm, East Washington Street Historic District, W.E. Nutter House, 
Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries, Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1, Reuben Aldrich Farm, 
Morgan County Bridge No. 166 (NBI No. 5500153), Travis Hill Historic District, John Sutton 
House, Marion County Bridge No. 4513 F (NBI No.4900484), Cleary-Barnett House, Glenn’s 
Valley Nature Park Retreat House, Glennwood Homes Association Historic District, Le Ciel 
(Charles Laughner House), and Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District, or the 
archaeological sites (12-Mg-0525, 12-Mg-0556, 12-Mg-0052, and the Alluvial Floodplain Area 
south of Martinsville) discussed in Stipulation I.D.1. through I.D.3—are discovered or that 
unanticipated effects on historic properties are found during the implementation of this MOA, 
FHWA shall follow the procedure specified in the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at that 
time, as well as Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and Indiana Code 14-21-1-29, by stopping work in the 
immediate area and informing the Indiana SHPO and the INDOT Cultural Resources Office of 
such unanticipated discoveries or effects within two (2) business days. Any necessary 
archaeological investigations shall be conducted according to the provisions of Indiana Code 14-
21-1, 312 Indiana Administrative Code 22, and the most current versions of the “Guidebook for 
Indiana Historic Sites and Structures Inventory—Archaeological Sites” and the INDOT Cultural 
Resources Manual. 

Any signatory to this MOA may request that it be amended, whereupon the parties shall consult 
to consider the proposed amendment. The 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at the time of 
the amendment shall govern the execution of any such amendment. 
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If the terms of this MOA have not been implemented by December 31, 2032, then this MOA shall 
be considered null and void. In such an event, FHWA shall so notify the parties to this MOA and, 
if it chooses to continue with the Section 6 Project, then it shall reinitiate review of the Section 6 
Project in accordance with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at that time.

Any signatory to the MOA may terminate it by providing thirty (30) days’ notice to the 
other parties, provided that the parties shall consult during the period prior to termination to 
seek agreement on amendments or other actions that would avoid termination. In the event 
of termination, FHWA shall comply with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at the 
time that the MOA is terminated regarding the review of the Section 6 Project.

In the event that FHWA does not carry out the terms of this MOA, then FHWA shall 
comply with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at the time that the MOA is 
terminated, with regard to the review of the Section 6 Project. 

 
The execution of this MOA and its implementation is evidence that FHWA has afforded the Council an 
opportunity to comment on the Section 6 Project and its effect on historic properties and that FHWA has 
taken into account the effects of the Section 6 Project on historic properties. 
 

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

INDIANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
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Mayela Sosa,  

Division Administrator 

Federal Highway Administration–Indiana Office 
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Mitchell Zoll  

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer   

Indiana Department of Natural Resources, Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology 
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Laura Hilden, Environmental Services Director  

Indiana Department of Transportation 
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(Typed or printed) 
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The project is the construction of Section 6 of Interstate 69 (I-69) Evansville to Indianapolis. The Section 6 
corridor is located along the State Road (SR) 37 and covers a distance of approximately twenty-six miles 
through Morgan, Johnson, and Marion Counties before terminating at I-465 in Indianapolis, Indiana. The 
project also proposes to improve I-465 from approximately Mann Road to United States (US) 31. The I-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis project, which is approximately 142 miles in length, is a component of the 
congressionally designated national I-69 corridor extending more than 2,100 miles from the Canadian 
border to the Mexican border.  

The project area for the SR 37 alternatives of Section 6 is comprised of rural and urban/suburban 
environments. Those portions of Martinsville and Indianapolis contained within Section 6 are 
characterized as being predominately clustered modern suburban residential developments along major 
roads with retail, commercial, and industrial nodes at major intersections and along SR 37. The area 
becomes more commercial and industrial near Martinsville and Indianapolis. Rural areas of the SR 37 
alternatives for Section 6 are characterized by a scattering of commercial and retail businesses along SR 
37, with a mix of agricultural land occupied by small farms, modern houses and modern residential 
developments, and forested land. 

The Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis project concluded 
in March 2004. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) selected a corridor— Alternative 3C—in its 
Record of Decision (ROD) and divided the corridor into six Tier 2 sections for detailed study. Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended (54 U.S.C. 306108), mandates 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings—i.e., projects wholly or partially 
funded, permitted, or licensed by a Federal agency—on historic properties. FHWA has allocated federal 
funds to the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) to use for the Tier 2 Studies of the I-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis Project. 

On April 29, 2004, FHWA issued a Notice of Intent (NOI) for Section 6 of I-69. In 2006, environmental 
efforts in I-69 Section 6 were minimized to include only critical management and public outreach activities 
while other sections of the I-69 undertaking were being completed. On October 15, 2014, FHWA 
published a revised NOI in the Federal Register to advise the public and resource agencies that Tier 2 
studies in I-69 Section 6 were resuming. The revised NOI indicated that the range of alternatives may 
include alternatives outside of the corridor selected in the Tier 1 ROD. All alternatives evaluated connect 
Section 5 of I-69 in Martinsville with I-465 in Indianapolis. On March 29, 2016, INDOT and FHWA 
announced that Section 6 would follow the SR 37 corridor.  

The Section 6 Refined Preferred Alternative is comprised of various features of Alternatives C1, C2, C3, 
and C4, as presented during consultation.
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 Federal Highway Administration 

 Indiana Department of Transportation 

 Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer 

 Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma 

 Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 

 United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians 

 Chippewa Cree 

 Indiana Landmarks

 Morgan County Historic Preservation 
Society & Martinsville Plan Commission

 Pauline Spiegel 

 Historic SPANs Taskforce

 Indianapolis Historic Preservation 
Commission

 Dr. James Cooper

 Morgan County Commissioner

 City of Martinsville

 Johnson County Historian

 Debra Underwood

 Larry and Loretta Hess

 Brehob Nursery Inc.

 Mapa Properties LLC

 Peaper & Proctor Real Estate LLC

 Erelyn Novicki Trust and Trustee

 John W. Demaree, Summit Realty 
Group

 Scott Greenhouse LLC

 Julie and Ryan Gettum

 Anne Bilodeau

 Melvin J. Crichton

 Henry and Mary Scheid

 Jeffery and Beth Line

 Todd Bylsma and Beth Dillman

 Charles F. Laughner

 Jerry L. Barnett

 City of Indianapolis Department of 
Public Works

 Lonnie and Marcia Smith

 Rick Underwood

 Ozark Fisheries

 M. Duane and C. Dean Leonard

 Ginger Fitzpatrick

 John and Sandra Harrison
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Linda W eintraut <linda@weintrautinc.com>

FHWA Project: I 69 Section 6 (Des. No.: 0300382) Letter from FHW A, Memorandum,
and Draft MOA  
1 message

Miller , Shaun (INDOT) <smiller@indot.in.gov> Wed, Sep 13, 2017 at 3:31 PM
To: Logan Pappenfort <lpappenfort@peoriatribe.com>, Diane Hunter <dhunter@miamination.com>, "ukbthpo-
larue@yahoo.com" <ukbthpo-larue@yahoo.com>, "alvin@nei-yahw.com" <alvin@nei-yahw.com>, "melody.henry@nei-
yahw.com" <melody.henry@nei-yahw.com>
Cc: "michelle.allen@dot.gov" <michelle.allen@dot.gov>, Linda Weintraut <linda@weintrautinc.com>, "Kumar, Anuradha"
<akumar@indot.in.gov>, "Kennedy, Mary" <MKENNEDY@indot.in.gov>, "Hilden, Laura" <lhilden@indot.in.gov>, "Rubin,
Sarah" <SRubin@indot.in.gov>, "Earl, James" <JEARL@indot.in.gov>, Beth McCord <bmccord@graypape.com>

The Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA”), in cooperation with the Indiana Department of Transportation (“INDOT”),
is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) for Section 6 of the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies,
Des. No.: 0300382 (“Section 6 Project”). Please see attached letter from FHWA.

 

On February 14, 2017, FHWA signed a finding of “Historic Properties Affected: Adverse Effect” for the Section 6 Project.
The 800.11 Documentation of Section 106 Finding of Adverse Effect [“800.11(e)”] was sent to consulting parties and tribal
contacts on March 17 and 20, 2017, respectively. The e-800.11(e) was sent to the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (“Council”) on March 17, 2017. The Council declined to participate in consultation on April 6, 2017. The
Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer (“SHPO”) concurred with the finding of effect on April 13, 2017.

 

Indiana Landmarks, a consulting party for this project, objected to the individual finding of effect for two historic properties
in communications to INDOT and their consultants in May and July of 2017; therefore, pursuant to 36 CFR 800.5(c)(3),
FHWA notified the Council of this objection on July 26, 2017. Consulting parties were concurrently notified of the objection
and provided access to the letter and supporting documentation via IN-SCOPE on July 27, 2017. The Council responded
to the notification on August 21, 2017, and stated it was their opinion that “FHWA has applied the Criteria of Adverse
Effect correctly in this case” and offered no objections to the individual or overall effect finding.

 

Project engineers have now developed the Refined Preferred Alternative (“RPA”) for the Section 6 Project. FHWA and
INDOT have reviewed the RPA to determine if the refined design would change the finding at each historic property or the
overall project finding of “Historic Properties Affected: Adverse Effect” that was signed by FHWA on February 14, 2017.

 

Following their review, FHWA and INDOT have determined the RPA will not result in any change of effects. The Section 6
Project will continue to have an “Adverse Effect” on historic properties; therefore, FHWA and INDOT have prepared a
draft Memorandum of Agreement (“MOA”) that sets forth stipulations regarding avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
efforts.

 

You may access 1) the information provided to the Council, 2) the Council’s response, 3) the letter from FHWA
summarizing the consultation with the Council (also attached), 4) the Memorandum on the RPA, and 5) the draft MOA via
IN-SCOPE at http://erms.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/ (the Des No. is the most efficient search term, once in IN-
SCOPE). If a paper copy of the materials is needed, please send your request to Linda Weintraut, Weintraut &
Associates, at linda@weintrautinc.com or 317.733.9770 within seven (7) days.

 

Please respond within thirty (30) days of receipt of this information to Dr. Linda Weintraut at linda@weintrautinc.com or
Michelle Allen at michelle.allen@dot.gov.
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Tribal Historic Preservation Officers or Representatives may contact Shaun Miller at smiller@indot.in.gov or 317.233.6795
or Michelle Allen at FHWA at michelle.allen@dot.gov or 317.226.7344.  

As always thank you for your input,

Shaun Miller

Archaeological Team Lead

INDOT, Cultural Resources Office

smiller@indot.in.gov

(317) 233-6795

I69 Section 6 MOA to CP's.pdf  
139K



Re: I 69 Section 6 (Des. No.: 0300382) Letter from FHW A, Memorandum, and Draft
MOA
1 message

Mel Crichton <kj9c@att.net> Thu, Sep 14, 2017 at 11:14 AM
To: Linda Weintraut <linda@weintrautinc.com>
Cc: Bilodeau Ann <bilodeau@comcast.net>, Line Beth <designs915@aol.com>, drook cathy <cadrook@att.net>

Linda

Thanks for keeping us (Glennwood Homes) in the loop, even though (after reading the MOA) it appears that our
neighborhood will not be of great concern regarding negative impact from I-69.

Of course, when construction starts, we'll probably moan and groan about the noise, dirt, and traffic on Bluff Road. I am
sure that INDOT will do whatever is necessary to minimize these negative effects during construction

Of longer term concern, then, would be the potential for highway traffic noise once I-69 is opened. We hope that INDOT
will use "quiet" road surfacing and even noise barriers,  and have signs banning engine brakes in residential areas. That's
probably an issue that has not yet been addressed, but I am putting our concerns forward now.

Thanks again, and good luck.

Mel Crichton
(one of the consulting parties)

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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Miller , Shaun (INDOT) <smiller@indot.in.gov> Wed, Sep 13, 2017 at 3:31 PM
To: Logan Pappenfort <lpappenfort@peoriatribe.com>, Diane Hunter <dhunter@miamination.com>, "ukbthpo-
larue@yahoo.com" <ukbthpo-larue@yahoo.com>, "alvin@nei-yahw.com" <alvin@nei-yahw.com>, "melody.henry@nei-
yahw.com" <melody.henry@nei-yahw.com>
Cc: "michelle.allen@dot.gov" <michelle.allen@dot.gov>, Linda Weintraut <linda@weintrautinc.com>, "Kumar, Anuradha"
<akumar@indot.in.gov>, "Kennedy, Mary" <MKENNEDY@indot.in.gov>, "Hilden, Laura" <lhilden@indot.in.gov>, "Rubin,
Sarah" <SRubin@indot.in.gov>, "Earl, James" <JEARL@indot.in.gov>, Beth McCord <bmccord@graypape.com>

The Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA”), in cooperation with the Indiana Department of Transportation (“INDOT”),
is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) for Section 6 of the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies,
Des. No.: 0300382 (“Section 6 Project”). Please see attached letter from FHWA.

On February 14, 2017, FHWA signed a finding of “Historic Properties Affected: Adverse Effect” for the Section 6 Project.
The 800.11 Documentation of Section 106 Finding of Adverse Effect [“800.11(e)”] was sent to consulting parties and tribal
contacts on March 17 and 20, 2017, respectively. The e-800.11(e) was sent to the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (“Council”) on March 17, 2017. The Council declined to participate in consultation on April 6, 2017. The
Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer (“SHPO”) concurred with the finding of effect on April 13, 2017.

Indiana Landmarks, a consulting party for this project, objected to the individual finding of effect for two historic properties
in communications to INDOT and their consultants in May and July of 2017; therefore, pursuant to 36 CFR 800.5(c)(3),
FHWA notified the Council of this objection on July 26, 2017. Consulting parties were concurrently notified of the objection
and provided access to the letter and supporting documentation via IN-SCOPE on July 27, 2017. The Council responded
to the notification on August 21, 2017, and stated it was their opinion that “FHWA has applied the Criteria of Adverse
Effect correctly in this case” and offered no objections to the individual or overall effect finding.

Project engineers have now developed the Refined Preferred Alternative (“RPA”) for the Section 6 Project. FHWA and
INDOT have reviewed the RPA to determine if the refined design would change the finding at each historic property or the
overall project finding of “Historic Properties Affected: Adverse Effect” that was signed by FHWA on February 14, 2017.

Following their review, FHWA and INDOT have determined the RPA will not result in any change of effects. The Section 6
Project will continue to have an “Adverse Effect” on historic properties; therefore, FHWA and INDOT have prepared a
draft Memorandum of Agreement (“MOA”) that sets forth stipulations regarding avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
efforts.

You may access 1) the information provided to the Council, 2) the Council’s response, 3) the letter from FHWA
summarizing the consultation with the Council (also attached), 4) the Memorandum on the RPA, and 5) the draft MOA via
IN-SCOPE at http://erms.indot.in.gov/Section106Documents/ (the Des No. is the most efficient search term, once in IN-
SCOPE). If a paper copy of the materials is needed, please send your request to Linda Weintraut, Weintraut &
Associates, at linda@weintrautinc.com or 317.733.9770 within seven (7) days.

Please respond within thirty (30) days of receipt of this information to Dr. Linda Weintraut at linda@weintrautinc.com or
Michelle Allen at michelle.allen@dot.gov.



Tribal Historic Preservation Officers or Representatives may contact Shaun Miller at smiller@indot.in.gov or 317.233.6795
or Michelle Allen at FHWA at michelle.allen@dot.gov or 317.226.7344.  

As always thank you for your input,

Shaun Miller

Archaeological Team Lead

INDOT, Cultural Resources Office

smiller@indot.in.gov

(317) 233-6795

I69 Section 6 MOA to CP's.pdf  
139K
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Indiana Division 575 North Pennsylvania Street, Rm 254
Indianapolis, IN  46204

October 27, 2017 (317) 226-7475
(317) 226-7431

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/indiv/

In Reply Refer To:
HDA-IN

Dear Consulting Party, 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Indiana Department of 
Transportation (INDOT), is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Section 6 of 
the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies (Des. No. 0300382; DHPA No.: 4615). Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (1966) requires Federal agencies to take into 
account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties. Historic properties are those 
properties that are listed in, or eligible for listing in, the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP).

On September 13, 2017, consulting parties were notified of the availability of a draft 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and project information on INSCOPE. Consulting parties 
were invited to review the documentation and provide comments on the MOA.  

Mel Crichton, a property owner from the Glennwood Homes Association Historic District, 
responded to the mailing via a comment posted the project website and a separate email to 
Weintraut & Associates on September 14, 2017: 

Mel Crichton Comment: Thanks for keeping us (Glennwood Homes) in the loop, even though 
(after reading the MOA) it appears that our neighborhood will not be of great concern regarding 
negative impact from I-69. Of course, when construction starts, we'll probably moan and groan 
about the noise, dirt, and traffic on Bluff Road. I am sure that INDOT will do whatever is 
necessary to minimize these negative effects during construction. Of longer term concern, then, 
would be the potential for highway traffic noise once I-69 is opened. We hope that INDOT will 
use "quiet" road surfacing and even noise barriers, and have signs banning engine brakes in 
residential areas. That's probably an issue that has not yet been addressed, but I am putting our 
concerns forward now. 

Response: The Glennwood Homes Association Historic District was recommended 
eligible for the NRHP as part of the Section 106 consultation process.  As part of the 
Section 106 process, it was determined there would be no adverse effect from the project 
on the historic district. This is because the I-69 Section 6 project is located approximately 
578 feet from the historic district and the district is set on a heavily wooded tract of land 
along Bluff Road. The historic district is accessed via Bluff Road and traffic is expected 
to decrease as a result of the project at Bluff Road, north of Stop 11 Road, which is the 
entrance/access to the majority of resources in the district.

Noise barriers will be constructed along Section 6 where deemed reasonable and feasible 
and supported by the benefited receptors.  As part of the environmental review, a noise 
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analysis was conducted near the Glennwood Homes neighborhood but the projected noise 
levels in the design year of 2045 did not meet the threshold of a noise barrier.  Although a 
noise barrier is not warranted at this time, it does not prevent a re-evaluation once 
construction is complete.

Marcia Smith, owner of the Reuben Aldrich Farm, responded to the documentation in an email 
dated September 30, 2017. 

Marcia Smith Comment: Am I understanding correctly, there will be no adverse effect to our 
property, involving I69?  Is there anything required of us at this point? Thank you for including 
us in your correspondence. 

Response: Staff from W&A responded on October 3, 2017, and stated, “It is our 
understanding that the refined preferred alternative will have less of an impact than 
previously thought at the Reuben Aldrich Property, but that FHWA and INDOT continue 
to find the project will have an "Adverse Effect" (per FHWA's signed finding of February 
2017). The draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) that was provided via the link to 
INSCOPE on September 13, 2017, includes language that would allow the property 
owner of the Reuben Aldrich Farm to consult with INDOT about the planting of 
vegetative screening, the preparation of a National Register Nomination, and the 
purchase of a plaque if the property is listed on the National Register.

You are not required to do anything at this point; however, you are welcome to provide 
comments on any of the materials that were provided via the link to INSCOPE on 
September 13, 2017.” 

The Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) responded to the project documentation 
and MOA in comments dated October 16, 2017. 

SHPO Comment: We agree with the memorandum on the Refined Preferred Alternative 
(“RPA”) that the degree of effect that previously was assessed for each, identified historic 
property at the time FHWA issued its February 14, 2017, findings of effect would not be any 
greater under the RPA, even though several aspects of the design have changed since then, and 
that the overall effect finding for the Refined Preferred Alternative should be Adverse Effect, as 
it was at the time of the February 14 finding. With regard to the conclusions of the memorandum 
on the RPA, however, please see our question below about Stipulation II.C. of the draft MOA. 

Response: Please see responses to comments on Stipulation II.C. below. 

SHPO Comment: The last sentence of Stipulation II.A.2.d) and the sole sentence in Stipulation 
II.A.2.e) are well-intentioned efforts to allow the Indiana SHPO to remain involved in the 
matters considered by the Advisory Team, even if the Indiana SHPO staff is unable to attend the 
Advisory Team meetings. However, we do not think those additional efforts to include us are 
necessary. As we understand those two stipulations, the Indiana SHPO would be presumed to be 
a member of the Advisory Team, whether or not his staff attends a particular Advisory Team 
meeting, and we would receive the materials before the meetings and meeting minutes afterward 
and could still comment on those, if we chose to do so. However, if we elect not to participate in 
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one or more of the meetings, it likely would be because the greatest weight should be given to 
the opinions of local members of the Advisory Team, rather than to our opinions, and because of 
our other project review workload at the time. 

Response: The reference to the Indiana SHPO has been removed from Stipulation 
II.A.2.d). The original Stipulation II.A.2.e) has been removed entirely and the following 
stipulations re-ordered to reflect that deletion.

SHPO Comment: Similarly, we do not think that it is necessary to refer to “the Advisory Team 
and Indiana SHPO” (or just “SHPO”) in Stipulation II.B.1. with regard to submissions on the 
interpretive signage. It should be sufficient to refer there to ”the Advisory Team,” which would 
include the Indiana SHPO, whether or not we choose to comment on the sign at 30% and 60% of 
the completion of the design of the signage. 

Response: References to Indiana SHPO have been removed from Stipulation II.B.1

SHPO Comment: Furthermore, II.B.1. refers to “an interpretive sign,” “the interpretive sign,” 
“the sign,” “proposed locations . . . of the interpretive signage,” and “interpretive signs.” We 
think that it would be appropriate to commit to more than one interpretive sign, but, in any case, 
the language should be consistently singular or plural.  

Response: This stipulation has been revised to refer to “interpretative signage” in order to 
allow for input from the local community on the number of signs within the district. 
Similarly, language regarding the potential location of the signage has been changed to 
broaden the potential location of the signage based on public input. The language has 
been revised to read: “INDOT shall fund the manufacture and the installation of 
interpretive signage within the boundaries of the Southside German Market Gardeners 
Historic District or at a public space with a connection to the District. The interpretative
signage shall provide information about the history of these resources in Section 6 of the 
Tier 2 Study. The design and graphic content of the interpretative signage may focus on 
German Ethnic Heritage in Indianapolis and/or Market Gardening in Indianapolis.”  

INDOT and FHWA recognize that the Indiana Historical Bureau marker at the corner of 
Bluff Road and Hanna Avenue (in Bluff Park) discusses the presence of “German 
Greenhouses and Truck Gardens” in this part of southwestern Marion County.  

SHPO Comment: The draft MOA, in Stipulation II.C., deals with situations in which “the 
Section 6 Project is modified after a finding of effect has been issued.” It appears to be consistent 
with stipulations on that kind of situation for the other I-69 projects. Is this the authority by 
which, as FHWA's September 13 letter states, “FHWA and INDOT have determined the RPA 
will not result in any change of effects” from the February 14 finding, or will a new finding be 
issued for the RPA? 

Response: FHWA and INDOT do not intend to issue a new finding of effect for this 
undertaking. The intent of Stipulation II.C. is to address modifications that may be made 
after the MOA has been executed. Stipulation II.C. has been revised to read: “If the 
Section 6 Project is modified after a finding of effect has been issued and this MOA has 
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been executed, then FHWA shall review the Section 6 Project modifications and proceed 
by complying with II.C.1. and, if appropriate, II.C.2. References to FHWA also apply to 
INDOT, wherever INDOT is authorized to act on FHWA’s behalf.” 

SHPO Comment: We have several comments and recommendations for the stipulations 
pertaining to the preparation of National Register of Historic Places (“NRHP”) nomination 
applications. It is apparent that you have drafted them with comments and recommendations that 
we have made on draft MOA's for other highway projects, and we appreciate your efforts to 
anticipate our concerns. Even so, as we learn from past experience, our opinions about that kind 
of stipulation evolve over time. Also, we take into consideration the circumstances of a given 
project and of the historic property involved and sometimes modify our recommendations 
accordingly.

Response: The nomination language has been revised and is addressed below. Please 
note that, based on comments received from the National Park Service (NPS) for an 
NRHP nomination application prepared for a different Section of the I-69 project, 
Stipulations II.B.3. and II.B.5., have been modified with the following language:  

d) INDOT and/or its consultant shall be responsible for revising the NRHP 
nomination application to address revisions requested by IDNR/DHPA, the 
Indiana Historic Preservation Review Board, and/or the NPS. 

e) INDOT's obligation to prepare the NRHP nomination application shall be 
considered satisfied when the Indiana SHPO notifies INDOT and/or its 
consultant that the application is complete and has been accepted by the 
NPS. 

SHPO Comment: Stipulations II.B.2., 3., 4., and 5. use the term “NRHP District Nomination 
Documentation” or “NRHP Nomination Documentation.” We think that a more appropriate term 
would be “NRHP nomination application” or “application for nomination to the NRHP.”  It 
occurred to us that referring to that document as “documentation” might imply an intention to
provide for a fallback mitigation measure, in the form of a partially-completed NRHP application 
nomination or an equivalent report, in the event it becomes impossible to undertake the 
preparation of the NRHP nomination application as a result of property owner objection or lack 
of cooperation. However, the way in which the first sentences of both II.B.2. and II.B.4. are 
written makes the funding of the preparation of the NRHP Nomination Documentation (or 
nomination application) contingent on property owner consent. Consequently, the NRHP 
nomination application would not even be prepared as substitute mitigation if property owner 
consent cannot be obtained up front. If FHWA and INDOT wish to provide for fallback 
mitigation (e.g., in the event the property owner or owners do not consent), then that should be 
spelled out, probably in a separate paragraph within II.B.

Response: References have been changed to “NRHP nomination application” in these 
stipulations. INDOT and FHWA do not wish to provide a fallback stipulation.  

SHPO Comment: Stipulations II.B.2. and II.B.4. require providing the NRHP nomination 
applications to the Indiana Department of Natural Resources/Division of Historic Preservation 
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and Archaeology (or IDNR/DHPA) in an electronic format. However, if either of the NRHP 
nomination applications is successful in obtaining NRHP listing for the property, then we will 
post the contents of the nomination in SHAARD. We do not otherwise have a web page on 
which the application would be displayed. 

Response: These stipulations have been revised to indicate the nomination would be 
placed on SHAARD.

SHPO Comment: We recommend that the following language be added to the end of the single-
sentence in both Stipulation II.B.3.a) and II.B.5.a): “and to verify the NRHP eligibility and the 
boundaries of the property.” 

Response: This phrase has been added.

SHPO Comment: Stipulations Il.B.3.c) and II.B.5.b) appropriately require that NRHP 
nomination application photographs be taken either before or after project construction. 
Construction equipment, stockpiled construction materials, and signs of excavation or 
construction in progress would not enhance the views of the historic property. This would be 
especially applicable to the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District. However, in 
this project, it does not seem essential to us that the photographs be taken within twelve months 
of the submission of the application to the Indiana SHPO. The time frame allowed in the NPS 
guidance should suffice. 

Response: These stipulations have been revised to delete the twelve-month timeframe. 

SHPO Comment: However, in the case of the Reuben Aldrich Farm, we think it would be 
advisable to obtain the photographs (especially interior photographs) sooner, rather than later. 
The NRHP nomination application possibly could be completed even if the owner later changed 
his or her mind or if the property is transferred to a new owner before the application is 
completed. That way, even with owner objection, it might be possible to obtain a formal 
determination of eligibility from the Keeper of the NRHP, even if the property could not be 
listed (see our comments above about fallback mitigation). Also, because Stipulation II.A.1. 
provides for the planting of vegetative screening on the Reuben Aldrich Farm, with owner 
consent, it would be better to take the exterior photographs before the vegetative screening is 
planted, so that it does not become impossible to take those photographs unobscured from certain 
angles. It would be advisable for FHWA or INDOT in the near future to write to the current 
owner of the Reuben Aldrich Farm and request a written consent to the preparation of the NRHP 
nomination application and to providing access, to the property, including the interior of the 
house, for the purpose of preparing the application. The foregoing advice may not need to be 
formally incorporated into the MOA, but we recommend that FHWA, INDOT, and their 
consultants consider whether it would be prudent to head it. 

Response: Stipulation II.B.5.b. has been revised to read: "Photographs of the property 
that are required to be included in the NRHP nomination application shall be taken by the 
qualified professional within the timeframe allowed in the NPS guidance preceding the 
submission of the application to the IDNR/DHPA/Indiana SHPO, and all such 
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photographs shall be taken prior to installation of vegetative screening, if the 
property owner has agreed to Stipulation II.A.1." 

INDOT and FHWA will work with the property owner in the near future to request 
written consent to the preparation of the NRHP nomination application and to request 
access to the interior and exterior of the house. 

SHPO Comment: The Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District is in a different 
situation with regard to photographs, because only exterior views of buildings and structures 
would be necessary, and it seems plausible that they could be obtained from the existing Bluff 
Road or I-465 rights-of-way, even if property owner consent could not be obtained. 

Response: Agreed, no further changes added to the Southside German Market Gardeners 
Historic District clauses. 

SHPO Comment: The eleventh "whereas" clause in the preamble to the draft MOA 
acknowledges that archaeological investigation in parts of the RPA's archaeological APE are 
incomplete. Stipulation III.A.6. makes a commitment to carry out archaeological identification, 
evaluation, and assessment for “[m]odifications to the Section 6 Project which fall outside of the 
archaeological APE, depicted in Attachment B, dated August 31, 2017.” However, the maps in 
Attachment B in this draft MOA show the 2016 updated APE for all direct and indirect effects 
and what appear to be the boundaries of the entire RPA. Much of the RPA was included in the 
Preferred Alternative on which the February 14 findings of effect were made. Consequently, we 
do not know how to determine from the maps in Attachment B which areas "fall outside of the 
archaeological APE.” 

Response: The reference to map in Attachment B has been removed and the stipulation 
has been revised to read, “Modifications to the Section 6 Project which fall outside of the 
archaeological APE and which have not been previously surveyed, shall be subject to 
archaeological identification, evaluation and assessment per Stipulations III.B - III.C. If 
FHWA determines that the modifications have the potential to cause adverse effects on 
archaeological resources, then FHWA shall re-open the Section 106 process in 
accordance with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at that time.” 

Areas outside of the archaeological APE that have not been previously surveyed will be 
identified during the project design and surveyed appropriately.  These areas will be 
clearly shown in any future Phase Ia archaeological reports.

SHPO Comment: As previously indicated, in regard to potential impacts upon archaeological 
resources by the proposed project, we direct your attention to the comments that we included in 
our letters of April 14, 2016, and June 19, 2017; both to Kia Gillette (then at Lochmueller 
Group). 

Response: No response required.

SHPO Comment: Additionally, as previously indicated, we note that portions of the proposed 
project area appear to lie within 100 feet of Old Mount Olive Cemetery (CR-55-64 in the Indiana 
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Memorandum of Agreement: I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Section 6 
DES. NO.: 0300382 
October 27, 2017 

the Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA”) is proposing to construct Section 6, beginning 
on State Road (“SR”) 37 south of SR 39 in Martinsville, Indiana, centering on and continuing in a 
northeasterly direction along current SR 37 to I-465 in Indianapolis, Indiana (“Section 6 Project”), of the 
Interstate 69 (“I-69”) Evansville to Indianapolis Project, which is located in Washington, Clay, Madison, 
Green, and Harrison Townships of Morgan County, Indiana; White River Township of Johnson County, 
Indiana; and in Decatur and Perry Townships of Marion County, Indiana; and

 FHWA, in cooperation with the Indiana Department of Transportation (“INDOT”), has 
conducted a two-tiered study for the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project; and  

 the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project has been divided into six sections for the Tier 2 
Study; and  

 each Tier 2 section, as defined in the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project Tier 1 
Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”), is considered a separate undertaking for purposes of 
consultation; and  

 the Section 6 Project provides for a divided interstate highway using the preferred alignment 
identified as the Refined Preferred Alternative which is composed of features of alternatives C1, C2, C3, 
and C4 as described in the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project Tier 2 Draft EIS, and in Attachment A, 
Project Description; and  

 FHWA, in consultation with the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer (“Indiana SHPO”), 
has defined the Section 6 Project’s area of potential effects (“APE”), as defined in 36 C.F.R § 800.16(d) 
(2017), for aboveground resources to generally be not less than 4,000 feet wide and centered on existing 
SR 37 (a four-lane divided highway), identified as the Tier 1 Alternative 3C, and not less than 2,000 feet 
wide along I-465 (see Attachment B); and  

 FHWA, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, has defined the Section 6 Project APE for 
archaeological resources, as the term defined in 36 C.F.R. § 800.16(d) (2017), as the area within the right 
of way for the Section 6 Refined Preferred Alternative as described in Attachment A; and  

 the East Washington Street Historic District and Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1 are listed 
in the National Register of Historic Places (“NRHP”); and 

 FHWA, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, has determined, pursuant to 36 C.F.R. § 
800.4(c) (2017), that the Morgan County Bridge 224 (National Bridge Inventory [“NBI”] No. 5500142), Top 
Notch Farm, W.E. Nutter House, Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries, Reuben Aldrich Farm, Morgan 
County Bridge No. 166 (NBI No. 5500153), Travis Hill Historic District, John Sutton House, Marion County 
Bridge No. 4513 F (NBI No. 4900484), Cleary-Barnett House, Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House, 
Glennwood Homes Association Historic District, Le Ciel (Charles Laughner House), and Southside 
German Market Gardeners Historic District are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP; and  

 FHWA, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, has found that the Morgan County Bridge  
224 (NBI No. 5500142), Top Notch Farm, East Washington Street Historic District, W.E. Nutter House, 
Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries, Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1, Reuben Aldrich Farm, Morgan 
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County Bridge No. 166 (NBI No. 5500153), Travis Hill Historic District, John Sutton House, Marion County 
Bridge No. 4513 F (NBI No. 4900484), Cleary-Barnett House, Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House, 
Glennwood Homes Association Historic District, Le Ciel (Charles Laughner House), and Southside 
German Market Gardeners Historic District are within the Section 6 Project’s APE; and 

 in accordance with 36 C.F.R. § 800.4, FHWA and the Indiana SHPO, has determined that 
the identification and evaluation of archaeological properties, within portions of the archaeological APE of 
the Refined Preferred Alternative remains to be completed; and  

 in accordance with 36 C.F.R. § 800.4(b)(2), FHWA and the Indiana SHPO have agreed to 
use of a phased process to complete the identification and evaluation of archaeological properties that 
may be affected by the undertaking; and 

 the FHWA, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, has determined pursuant to 36 C.F.R. 
Section 800.5(a) that the Section 6 Project will have an adverse effect on the Reuben Aldrich Farm and 
the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District; and 

 the FHWA has consulted with the Indiana SHPO in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. § 306108) and its implementing regulations (36 C.F.R. 
Section 800) to resolve the adverse effect on the Reuben Aldrich Farm and the Southside German 
Market Gardeners Historic District; and 

 the public was given an opportunity to comment on the undertaking’s adverse effect in a 
notice published on March 21, March 28, and April 4, 2017, in the Daily Journal (Johnson County), the 
Indianapolis Star (Marion County), and the Martinsville Reporter (Morgan County); and 

 FHWA has notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (“Council”) of the adverse 
effect and invited the Council’s participation in the project, pursuant to 36 C.F.R. § 800.6(a)(1) (2017), in a 
notification dated March 20, 2017, and notified the Council of an objection to certain individual effect 
findings in a letter dated July 26, 2017, and   

 the Council has declined to participate in consultation in a letter dated April 6, 2017 and the 
Council concurred that FHWA correctly applied the Criteria of Adverse effect on individual properties in a 
letter dated August 17, 2017; and 

 INDOT is responsible for assisting FHWA to carry out the requirements of this Memorandum 
of Agreement (“MOA”), has participated in consultation, and has been invited by FHWA to be a signatory 
to this MOA; and  

the Delaware Nation of Oklahoma, Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma; Prairie Band 
Potawatomi Nation; Shawnee Tribe; Miami Tribe of Oklahoma; United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee 
Indians; Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma; Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma; Red Cliff Band of 
Lake Superior Chippewas; Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians, Michigan; Chippewa 
Cree; Saginaw Chippewa Tribe of Michigan were invited to participate in consultation; and

the Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma; Miami Tribe of Oklahoma; United Keetoowah Band 
of Cherokee Indians; and Chippewa Cree have participated in consultation; and

Consulting Parties have participated in consultation as identified in Attachment C; and

 FHWA has consulted with the Indiana SHPO in accordance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. 306108) and its implementing regulations (36 C.F.R. part 800) 
concerning the scope of work as presented in the materials and plans dated: June 14, 2004; June 29, 
2004; August 13, 2005; August 15, 2005; October 24, 2005; August 24, 2006; June 25, 2008; February 5, 
2015; April 27, 2015; July 31, 2016; April 27, 2015; June 30, 2015; October 15, 2015; November 19, 
2015; January 4, 2016; March 14, 2016; April 21, 2016; June 15, 2016; August 2, 2016; and August 29, 
2016; October 28, 2016; March 17, 2017; July 7, 2017; and agreed to proceed with the project as 
proposed and as reflected in Indiana SHPO correspondence dated  June 25, 2004, September 7, 2005; 
November 21, 2005; December 21, 2006; July 25, 2008; March 10, 2015; May 15, 2015; May 19, 2015; 
May 26, 2015; July 30, 2015; November 4, 2015; December 21, 2015; February 4, 2016; April 14, 2016; 
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May 11, 2016; June 1, 2016; July 14, 2016; August 26, 2016; September 1, 2016; November 28, 2016; 
April 13, 2017; May 5, 2017; June 19, 2017; and August 7, 2017.  

 FHWA, and the Indiana SHPO agree that upon FHWA's approval of the Section 6 
Project, FHWA shall ensure that the following stipulations are implemented in order to take into account 
the effect of the Section 6 Project on historic properties.

FHWA shall ensure that the following measures are carried out: 

In consultation with the Indiana SHPO, INDOT shall ensure that all work performed pursuant to 
this MOA is performed or supervised by a qualified individual and/or team(s) that meet the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards as outlined in Appendix A to 36 
CFR 61 for history, archaeology, architectural history, architecture, and/or historic architecture, as 
appropriate. 

The individual and/or team(s) performing or supervising the archaeology investigations shall 
have supervisory experience in the prehistoric and historic archaeology of the southeastern 
Indiana region. All work performed or supervised by such person or persons shall be conducted 
pursuant the provisions of Indiana Code 14-21-1, 312 Indiana Administrative Code 22, and the 
most current versions of the “Guidebook for Indiana Historic Sites and Structures Inventory-
Archaeological Sites” and the INDOT Cultural Resources Manual.

FHWA and INDOT shall ensure Context Sensitive Design is implemented in the following 
manner. The execution of this stipulation is considered to satisfy, for the Section 6 Project, the 
commitment in Stipulation II.A.4. of the 2003 “I-69 Tier 1 Memorandum of Agreement Between 
the Federal Highway Administration and the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding 
the Selection of a Corridor for I-69, From Evansville to Indianapolis, Indiana” (“Tier 1 MOA”). 

  INDOT and/or its representatives shall consult with the property owner of the Reuben 
Aldrich Farm and, if appropriate and given consent by the property owner, will fund and install 
vegetative screening on this property. If the property owner provides consent for the 
vegetative screen, the property owner will provide INDOT and/or its contractors with right of 
entry to the property during mitigation implementation and subsequent monitoring. After the 
installation of the vegetative screening, maintenance of such screening on private property 
will be the responsibility the property owner of the Reuben Aldrich Farm. 

  As soon as practical, FHWA will convene an Advisory Team to consider the treatment of 
the side slopes along I-465 within the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District 
and the bridge carrying I-465 over Bluff Road within the Southside German Market 
Gardeners Historic District. Responsibilities of and participation of the Advisory Team include 
the following:  

At the discretion of FHWA, the following may be invited to participate on the Advisory 
Team: individuals having a geographic connection to, or an interest in, the Southside 
German Market Gardeners Historic District or individuals with an expertise pertaining to 
historic preservation. Representatives from INDOT or the Indiana SHPO may participate 
in Advisory Team meetings at their discretion. 

FHWA will convene no less than two meetings of the Advisory Team: one meeting 
shall occur at the thirty (30) percent design phase and one meeting shall occur at the 
sixty (60) percent design phase. The Advisory Team shall review plans, comment, and 
make specific recommendations regarding the Project design, scopes of work, and 
details for consideration by FHWA. The Advisory Team will be chaired or overseen by a 
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representative from INDOT or by a consultant. The chair will be responsible for 
convening meetings of the Advisory Team, preparing and maintaining a summary of 
meetings, and preparing and submitting Advisory Team recommendations to FHWA for 
consideration, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO.  

The Advisory Team will function in an advisory capacity to assist INDOT in 
developing certain Section 6 Project design details within the Southside German Market 
Gardeners Historic District, limited to aesthetic treatments, such as the use and type of 
vegetative screening and/or stamped or textured bridge walls. 

INDOT and/or its consultants will provide any materials needed for review by the 
Advisory Team at least fifteen (15) days before scheduled meetings. In addition to 
comments voiced in meetings, Advisory Team members may provide written comments 
to the chair within fifteen (15) days following the scheduled meeting. Meeting summaries 
will be distributed to all attendees, FHWA, and INDOT following each meeting.  

Based on the comments provided by the Advisory Team members, the chair will 
develop recommendations and submit them to FHWA for consideration and action. 

INDOT and/or its consultant shall be responsible for providing final design plans, or 
one hundred (100) percent design, provided to members of the Advisory Team and the 
Indiana SHPO for their records.  

FHWA shall have the authority for final approval of actions recommended by the 
Advisory Team regarding the implementation of measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
effects to the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District. 

FHWA and INDOT shall ensure Education and Interpretation are implemented in the following 
manner. The execution of this stipulation shall be considered to satisfy, for the Section 6 Project, 
the commitment in Stipulations II.C.2 and II.C.3. of the Tier 1 MOA.  

INDOT shall fund the manufacture and the installation of interpretive signage within the 
boundaries of the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District or at a public space 
with a connection to the District. The interpretative signage shall provide information about 
the history of these resources in Section 6 of the Tier 2 Study. The design and graphic 
content of the interpretative signage may focus on German Ethnic Heritage in Indianapolis 
and/or Market Gardening in Indianapolis. The proposed design and content (text and 
illustrations) of the interpretive signage will be prepared by a qualified professional historian 
and shall be submitted to the Advisory Team at thirty (30) and sixty (60) percent completion 
for review and comment. If the Advisory Team does not respond within thirty (30) days, 
acceptance will be assumed. If the Advisory Team responds with recommendations, a good 
faith effort to accommodate the recommendations will be made. Content, graphic design, and 
final design plans for the interpretative signage will be provided to Advisory Team for their 
records.  

INDOT shall fund the preparation a NRHP nomination application, if given consent by the 
majority of property owners within the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District. 
This NRHP nomination application will serve as an educational component to disseminate 
information about the history of the District. The NRHP nomination application shall be made 
available as a paper copy at selected repositories in Marion County and in an electronic 
format on selected websites including but not limited to those of the NRHP (National Park 
Service [“NPS”]), INDOT, and the Indiana State Architectural and Archaeological Research 
Database (“SHAARD”) of the Indiana Department of Natural Resources/Division of Historic 
Preservation and Archaeology (“IDNR/DHPA”).

FHWA and INDOT shall ensure that the NRHP nomination application is completed. If the 
NRHP nomination application preparation is not undertaken directly by INDOT, INDOT shall 
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provide funding to a consultant for activities performed in preparation of the application. 
INDOT and/or its consultant shall prepare and submit the first draft of the application to the 
Indiana SHPO within two years of the project's construction letting.  

The qualified professional shall contact the National Register Survey and Registration 
staff at the IDNR/DHPA/Indiana SHPO prior to beginning work on the NRHP nomination 
application to discuss the National Register process and expectations for completion of 
the application and to verify the NRHP eligibility and boundaries of the property. 

Prior to preparing the NRHP nomination application to the Indiana SHPO, INDOT 
shall publicize and hold a public meeting for the purpose of informing property owners 
and residents of the proposed district and other interested persons about the National 
Register and application process. 

Photographs of the district that are required to be included in the NRHP nomination 
application shall be taken by the qualified professional preceding the submission of the 
application to the Indiana SHPO, and all such photographs shall be taken either before 
the commencement of construction of this project or after the completion of this project. 

INDOT and/or its consultant shall be responsible for revising the NRHP nomination 
application to address revisions requested by IDNR/DHPA, the Indiana Historic 
Preservation Review Board, and/or the NPS. 

INDOT's obligation to prepare the NRHP nomination application shall be considered 
satisfied when the Indiana SHPO notifies INDOT and/or its consultant that the application 
is complete and has been accepted by the NPS. 

INDOT shall fund the preparation of the NRHP nomination application for the Reuben 
Aldrich Farm, if the property owner gives permission for the preparation of the application. 
This NRHP nomination application will provide a means to disseminate information about the 
history of agriculture. The NRHP nomination application shall be made available as a paper 
copy at selected repositories in Morgan County and in an electronic format on selected 
websites including but not limited to those of the NRHP (NPS), INDOT, and SHAARD  

FHWA and INDOT shall ensure that the NRHP nomination application for the Aldrich 
Farm is completed. If the nomination application preparation is not undertaken directly by 
INDOT, INDOT shall provide funding to a consultant for activities performed in preparation of 
the application. INDOT or its consultant shall prepare and submit the application to the 
Indiana SHPO within two years of the project's construction letting. 

The qualified professional shall contact the Survey and Registration staff at the 
IDNR/DHPA prior to beginning work on the NRHP nomination application to discuss the 
National Register process and expectations for completion of the application and to verify 
the NRHP eligibility and boundaries of the property. 

Photographs of the property that are required to be included in the NRHP nomination 
application shall be taken by the qualified professional preceding the submission of the 
application to the IDNR/DHPA/Indiana SHPO, and all such photographs shall be taken 
prior to installation of vegetative screening, if the property owner has agreed to 
Stipulation II.A.1. 

INDOT and/or its consultant shall be responsible for revising the NRHP 
nomination application to address revisions requested by IDNR/DHPA, the Indiana 
Historic Preservation Review Board, and/or the NPS. 
 

INDOT's obligation to prepare the NRHP nomination application shall be considered 
satisfied when the Indiana SHPO notifies INDOT and/or its consultant that the application 
is complete and has been accepted by the NPS. 
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 INDOT shall fund the manufacture and the installation of a commemorative plaque for 
the Reuben Aldrich Farm upon acceptance of the Reuben Aldrich Farm for listing in the 
NRHP, if the property owner provides permission for the installation and for access to the 
property. The plaque will state that the Reuben Aldrich Farm is listed in the NRHP and will be 
affixed to one of the buildings that contribute to the significance of the property. INDOT’s 
obligation to manufacture and install the plaque should be completed within one year of the 
property’s listing in the NRHP.  

If the Section 6 Project is modified after a finding of effect has been issued and this MOA has 
been executed, then FHWA shall review the Section 6 Project modifications and proceed by 
complying with II.C.1. and, if appropriate, II.C.2. References to FHWA also apply to INDOT, 
wherever INDOT is authorized to act on FHWA’s behalf. 

FHWA shall determine whether any modifications have the potential to cause adverse 
effects on aboveground resources, if any are found to exist within the area in which the 
modifications may cause effects. 

If FHWA determines that the project modifications do not have the potential to cause 
adverse effects on aboveground resources, then FHWA or INDOT shall document that 
determination in its records, and no further review or consultation with respect to those 
modifications’ effects on aboveground properties is required for purposes of this MOA. 

If FHWA determines that the project modifications have the potential to adversely 
affect aboveground resources, then FHWA or INDOT shall proceed to review the 
modifications in accordance with Stipulation II.C.2. 

Prior to determining whether the project modifications have the potential to adversely 
affect aboveground resources, FHWA may submit, for the Indiana SHPO’s files, copies of 
reports generated as a result of modifications or may request the opinion of the Indiana 
SHPO about identification, evaluation, effects assessment or avoidance, minimization or 
mitigation, or about any other issue under federal or state preservation or archaeological 
law pertaining to the project, provided that such a request for an opinion is not substituted 
for formal consultation under Stipulation II.C.2. The Indiana SHPO shall have thirty (30) 
days to respond to such a request. 

If FHWA determines that project Modifications have the potential to cause adverse 
effects on aboveground resources, then FHWA shall re-open the Section 106 consultation 
process in accordance with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations that are in effect on the date 
upon which this MOA has been signed by the last of all required and invited signatories. 

The re-opened consultation shall occur with regard only to: 
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(i) Adverse effects assessment, or avoidance, minimization or mitigation of adverse 
effects related to the project modifications, for previously-evaluated aboveground 
properties within the APE, or 

(ii) Identification, evaluation, adverse effects assessment, or avoidance, 
minimization or mitigation of adverse effects related to the project modifications, for 
aboveground properties, within the area added to the APE, as a result of the 
expansion of the APE. 

(iii)  Except that if Stipulation III.B. also requires re-opening the Section 106 process 
for identification, evaluation, or adverse effects assessment or for avoidance, 
minimization, or mitigation of adverse effects, then any such activities pertaining to 
archaeological resources also shall be included in the consultation. 

FHWA shall consult with the consulting parties listed in Attachment C and other 
parties, as appropriate, except to the extent that the public disclosure of information 
about resources is withheld or limited under Stipulation III.A.3. 

FHWA shall issue a new finding, supported either by revised documentation or by an 
update to the documentation, regardless of whether additional, or different kinds of, 
adverse effects have been found to result from the Modifications of the project. 

The studies completed pursuant to Stipulation III.E. shall demonstrate a level of effort 
consistent with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect on the date upon which the last of 
the required signatories has signed this MOA and provide FHWA with the information to 
determine, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, which archaeological properties are 
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. FHWA shall acknowledge and seek the special expertise of 
any federally recognized Indian Tribes which have previously entered into consultation in 
assessing the eligibility of historic properties and/or that may possess religious and cultural 
significance to them. 

In implementing Stipulation III.A through III.F., INDOT may consult with the consulting 
parties listed in Attachment C and others identified in accordance with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 
regulations in effect on the date upon which this MOA is fully executed. 

In accordance with Section 304 of the NHPA and the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in 
effect on the date upon which this MOA is fully executed INDOT and its consultants, shall 
ensure that sensitive information regarding the nature and location of human remains and 
grave goods, and the location, character, and ownership of archaeological sites is kept 
confidential from the public. 

In ensuring that any human remains and grave goods identified are treated in a sensitive, 
respectful, and careful manner, INDOT shall be guided by the Council’s “Policy Statement 
Regarding Treatment of Human Remains and Grave Goods” (February 23, 2007) and the 
Native American Graves Protections and Repatriation Act (“NAGPRA”) regulations set forth 
in 43 C.F.R. part 10, and other guidelines as appropriate. 

If any human remains are encountered during the project, work shall cease in the 
immediate area and the human remains left undisturbed. INDOT shall contact the county 
coroner and law enforcement officials immediately, and the discovery must be reported to the 
Indiana SHPO within two (2) business days. The discovery must be treated in accordance 
with Indiana Code 14-21-1 and 312 Indiana Administrative Code 22. Work at this site shall 
not resume until a plan for the treatment of the human remains is developed and approved in 
consultation with the Indiana SHPO, the INDOT Cultural Resources Office, and any 
appropriate consulting parties. 
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Modifications to the Section 6 Project which fall outside of the archaeological APE and 
which have not been previously surveyed shall be subject to archaeological identification, 
evaluation and assessment per Stipulations III.B - III.C. If FHWA determines that the 
modifications have the potential to cause adverse effects on archaeological resources, then 
FHWA shall re-open the Section 106 process in accordance with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 
regulations in effect at that time. 

Any dispute regarding the report(s) shall be resolved in accordance with Stipulations 
IV.A. 

Upon completion of work, FHWA shall provide copies of final reports to the Indiana SHPO, 
INDOT, and federally recognized Indian Tribes when appropriate, and afford them thirty (30) 
days to review and submit comments on the reports. FHWA shall respond to all comments 
received. 

  Before commencing ground-disturbing activities in the Section 6 Project archaeological 
APE for the Refined Preferred Alternative (as identified on the Attachment B map dated 
August 31, 2017), INDOT and/or its consultants shall complete the identification and 
evaluation of archaeological resources for inclusion in the NRHP in any of these areas of 
ground disturbance in accordance with applicable Federal and State standards and 
guidelines listed in Stipulation III.A. 

 INDOT and/or its consultants shall investigate any additional locations where ground-
disturbing activities are proposed or where they may occur within temporary easements and 
permanent right of way. 

  INDOT and/or its consultants shall prepare and distribute a final Identification and 
Evaluation report in accordance with Stipulations I and III.A. 

  Upon completion of the evaluation, INDOT and/or its consultants shall follow the 
procedures set forth in the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect on the date upon which 
this MOA is fully executed which shall include updated documentation described in those 
regulations, if it is determined that no historic properties shall be affected. 

If FHWA and the Indiana SHPO agree that any archaeological resources identified are 
not NRHP eligible, then no further action is necessary under the terms of this MOA and 
FHWA’s responsibilities under Section 106 are fulfilled. 

If FHWA determines any of the NRHP criteria are met and the Indiana SHPO agrees, the 
archaeological resource shall be considered eligible for the NRHP and treated in accordance 
with the Stipulations III.C - III.F. 

If FHWA and the Indiana SHPO do not agree on NRHP eligibility, FHWA shall follow the 
procedures identified in accordance with Stipulation IV.A.

In consultation with the Indiana SHPO, federally recognized Indian Tribes that may 
ascribe traditional cultural and religious significance to affected properties, and other parties 
whom FHWA deems appropriate, FHWA shall determine if the Section 6 Project shall 
adversely affect archeological properties determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP 
pursuant to the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect on the date upon which this MOA is 
fully executed.

If, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, federally recognized Indian Tribes that may 
ascribe traditional cultural and religious significance to affected properties, and other parties 
whom FHWA deems appropriate, FHWA determines the Project may adversely affect NRHP-
eligible archeological properties, then FHWA shall make reasonable efforts to avoid or 
minimize the adverse effect. If, after this consultation, FHWA determines it is not possible to 
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avoid or minimize adverse effects, then FHWA shall treat the archaeological resource in 
accordance with Stipulation III.F. of the MOA.

Any dispute regarding the determination of effects on NRHP-eligible archaeological 
properties shall be resolved in accordance with applicable Federal and State standards and 
guidelines listed in Stipulation IV.A.

Consultation with the Indiana SHPO determined that there is insufficient information 
regarding archaeological sites 12-Mg-0564, 12-Mg-0565, 12-Mg-0566, 12-Mg-0567, and 12-
Mg-0568 to determine whether they are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. These sites must 
be avoided or subjected to further archaeological investigations. If avoidance is not feasible, 
a plan for evaluative testing will be submitted to the Indiana SHPO for review and comment. 

Additionally, consultation with the Indiana SHPO revealed that there is insufficient 
information regarding archaeological sites 12-Mg-0052, 12-Mg-0334, 12-Mg-0561, 12-Mg-
0571, 12-Jo-0010, 12-Jo-0017, 12-Jo-0042, 12-Jo-0044, 12-Jo-0062, 12-Jo-0489, 12-Ma-
0052, 12-Ma-0170, 12-Ma-0171, 12-Ma-0174, 12-Ma-0175, and 12-Ma-0241 to determine 
whether they are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. However, portions of these sites within 
the Section 6 Project APE do not appear to contain significant archaeological deposits; and, 
therefore, no further archaeological investigations are necessary in those portions of the 
sites. The portions of the sites located outside the Section 6 Project APE will be clearly 
marked prior to ground disturbing activities so that they are avoided by all project activities. If 
avoidance is not feasible, a plan for further archaeological investigations will be submitted to 
the Indiana SHPO for review and comment.

Similarly, consultation with the Indiana SHPO revealed that there is insufficient 
information regarding archaeological site 12-Mg-0525 to determine whether it is eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. This site must be avoided by project activities or if it cannot be 
avoided subjected to additional investigation to make an eligibility determination. Site 12-Mg-
0525 lies outside the Section 6 Project APE and will be avoided by all project related ground 
disturbance. 

Also in consultation with Indiana SHPO, it has been determined that an Alluvial 
Floodplain Area near Indian Creek, an Alluvial Floodplain Area (three loci) near Crooked 
Creek, and an Alluvial Floodplain Area near Honey Creek in the White River valley have the 
potential for buried cultural deposits and should be avoided by project activities, or if they 
cannot be avoided, subjected to Phase Ic investigations as necessary to identify and evaluate 
potential buried archaeological sites. 

Where avoidance is not possible, all archaeological investigations shall be conducted 
according to applicable Federal and State standards and guidelines listed in Stipulations I 
and III.A.

To maximize the opportunity to avoid adverse effects, the required archaeological 
investigations shall be conducted as soon as practicable upon securing the appropriate rights 
to access property.

INDOT, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, and other parties deemed appropriate by 
INDOT, shall take reasonable measures to avoid disinterment and disturbance to human 
remains and grave goods of religious and cultural significance to Native Americans, including 
investigations associated with modifications of the Section 6 Project. 

 Upon completion of any additional investigations, FHWA shall complete the identification 
and evaluation of archaeological resources for inclusion in the NRHP in accordance with 
applicable Federal and State standards and guidelines in consultation with the Indiana SHPO 
and appropriate consulting parties and federally recognized Indian Tribes. 
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If FHWA, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, federally recognized Indian Tribes that may 
ascribe traditional cultural and religious significance to affected properties, and other parties 
whom FHWA deems appropriate, determines that the adverse effect cannot be avoided or 
minimized, then FHWA shall develop and implement a Treatment Plan(s), as part of the above 
consultation, to mitigate the adverse effects to an archeological resource on a site-by-site basis. 
The implementation of the Treatment Plan(s) must be completed for each site prior to the 
initiation of any Project construction activities within a segment that could affect that site. 

Disagreement and misunderstanding about how this MOA is or is not being implemented shall be 
resolved in the following manner: 

If any signatory or concurring party to this MOA should object in writing to FHWA 
regarding any action carried out or proposed with respect to the Section 6 Project and 
implementation of this MOA, then FHWA shall consult with the objecting party to resolve this 
objection. If after such consultation FHWA determines that the objection cannot be resolved 
through consultation, then FHWA shall forward all documentation relevant to the objection to 
the Council, including FHWA's proposed response to the objection. Within forty-five (45) days 
after receipt of all pertinent documentation, the Council shall exercise one of the following 
options: 

 Provide FHWA with a staff-level recommendation, which FHWA shall take into account 
in reaching a final decision regarding its response to the objection; or 

Notify FHWA that the objection shall be referred for formal comment pursuant to the 
36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at that time, and proceed to refer the objection 
and comment. FHWA shall take into account the Council's comments in reaching a final 
decision regarding its response to the objection.

If comments or recommendations from the Council are provided in accordance with this 
stipulation, then FHWA shall take into account any Council comment or recommendations 
provided in accordance with this stipulation with reference only to the subject of the objection. 
FHWA's responsibility to carry out all actions under the MOA that are not the subject(s) of the 
objection shall remain unchanged.

In the event that one or more historic properties—other than the Morgan County Bridge  224 (NBI 
No. 5500142), Top Notch Farm, East Washington Street Historic District, W.E. Nutter House, 
Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries, Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1, Reuben Aldrich Farm, 
Morgan County Bridge No. 166 (NBI No. 5500153), Travis Hill Historic District, John Sutton 
House, Marion County Bridge No. 4513 F (NBI No.4900484), Cleary-Barnett House, Glenn’s 
Valley Nature Park Retreat House, Glennwood Homes Association Historic District, Le Ciel 
(Charles Laughner House), and Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District, or the 
archaeological sites (12-Mg-0525, 12-Mg-0556, 12-Mg-0052, and the Alluvial Floodplain Area 
south of Martinsville) discussed in Stipulation I.D.1. through I.D.3—are discovered or that 
unanticipated effects on historic properties are found during the implementation of this MOA, 
FHWA shall follow the procedure specified in the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at that 
time, as well as Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and Indiana Code 14-21-1-29, by stopping work in the 
immediate area and informing the Indiana SHPO and the INDOT Cultural Resources Office of 
such unanticipated discoveries or effects within two (2) business days. Any necessary 
archaeological investigations shall be conducted according to the provisions of Indiana Code 14-
21-1, 312 Indiana Administrative Code 22, and the most current versions of the “Guidebook for 
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Indiana Historic Sites and Structures Inventory—Archaeological Sites” and the INDOT Cultural 
Resources Manual. 

Any signatory to this MOA may request that it be amended, whereupon the parties shall consult 
to consider the proposed amendment. The 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at the time of 
the amendment shall govern the execution of any such amendment. 

If the terms of this MOA have not been implemented by December 31, 2032, then this MOA shall 
be considered null and void. In such an event, FHWA shall so notify the parties to this MOA and, 
if it chooses to continue with the Section 6 Project, then it shall reinitiate review of the Section 6 
Project in accordance with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at that time.

Any signatory to the MOA may terminate it by providing thirty (30) days’ notice to the 
other parties, provided that the parties shall consult during the period prior to termination to 
seek agreement on amendments or other actions that would avoid termination. In the event 
of termination, FHWA shall comply with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at the 
time that the MOA is terminated regarding the review of the Section 6 Project.

In the event that FHWA does not carry out the terms of this MOA, then FHWA shall 
comply with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at the time that the MOA is 
terminated, with regard to the review of the Section 6 Project. 

 
The execution of this MOA and its implementation is evidence that FHWA has afforded the Council an 
opportunity to comment on the Section 6 Project and its effect on historic properties and that FHWA has 
taken into account the effects of the Section 6 Project on historic properties. 
 

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

INDIANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
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Mayela Sosa,  

Division Administrator 

Federal Highway Administration–Indiana Office 
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Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer   

Indiana Department of Natural Resources, Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology 
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The project is the construction of Section 6 of Interstate 69 (I-69) Evansville to Indianapolis. The Section 6 
corridor is located along the State Road (SR) 37 and covers a distance of approximately twenty-six miles 
through Morgan, Johnson, and Marion Counties before terminating at I-465 in Indianapolis, Indiana. The 
project also proposes to improve I-465 from approximately Mann Road to United States (US) 31. The I-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis project, which is approximately 142 miles in length, is a component of the 
congressionally designated national I-69 corridor extending more than 2,100 miles from the Canadian 
border to the Mexican border.  

The project area for the SR 37 alternatives of Section 6 is comprised of rural and urban/suburban 
environments. Those portions of Martinsville and Indianapolis contained within Section 6 are 
characterized as being predominately clustered modern suburban residential developments along major 
roads with retail, commercial, and industrial nodes at major intersections and along SR 37. The area 
becomes more commercial and industrial near Martinsville and Indianapolis. Rural areas of the SR 37 
alternatives for Section 6 are characterized by a scattering of commercial and retail businesses along SR 
37, with a mix of agricultural land occupied by small farms, modern houses and modern residential 
developments, and forested land. 

The Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis project concluded 
in March 2004. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) selected a corridor— Alternative 3C—in its 
Record of Decision (ROD) and divided the corridor into six Tier 2 sections for detailed study. Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended (54 U.S.C. 306108), mandates 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings—i.e., projects wholly or partially 
funded, permitted, or licensed by a Federal agency—on historic properties. FHWA has allocated federal 
funds to the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) to use for the Tier 2 Studies of the I-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis Project. 

On April 29, 2004, FHWA issued a Notice of Intent (NOI) for Section 6 of I-69. In 2006, environmental 
efforts in I-69 Section 6 were minimized to include only critical management and public outreach activities 
while other sections of the I-69 undertaking were being completed. On October 15, 2014, FHWA 
published a revised NOI in the Federal Register to advise the public and resource agencies that Tier 2 
studies in I-69 Section 6 were resuming. The revised NOI indicated that the range of alternatives may 
include alternatives outside of the corridor selected in the Tier 1 ROD. All alternatives evaluated connect 
Section 5 of I-69 in Martinsville with I-465 in Indianapolis. On March 29, 2016, INDOT and FHWA 
announced that Section 6 would follow the SR 37 corridor.  

The Section 6 Refined Preferred Alternative is comprised of various features of Alternatives C1, C2, C3, 
and C4, as presented during consultation.
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 Federal Highway Administration 

 Indiana Department of Transportation 

 Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer 

 Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma 

 Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 

 United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians 

 Chippewa Cree 

 Indiana Landmarks

 Morgan County Historic Preservation 
Society & Martinsville Plan Commission

 Pauline Spiegel 

 Historic SPANs Taskforce

 Indianapolis Historic Preservation 
Commission

 Dr. James Cooper

 Morgan County Commissioner

 City of Martinsville

 Johnson County Historian

 Debra Underwood

 Larry and Loretta Hess

 Brehob Nursery Inc.

 Mapa Properties LLC

 Peaper & Proctor Real Estate LLC

 Erelyn Novicki Trust and Trustee

 John W. Demaree, Summit Realty 
Group

 Scott Greenhouse LLC

 Julie and Ryan Gettum

 Anne Bilodeau

 Melvin J. Crichton

 Henry and Mary Scheid

 Jeffery and Beth Line

 Todd Bylsma and Beth Dillman

 Charles F. Laughner

 Jerry L. Barnett

 City of Indianapolis Department of 
Public Works

 Lonnie and Marcia Smith

 Rick Underwood

 Ozark Fisheries

 M. Duane and C. Dean Leonard

 Ginger Fitzpatrick

 John and Sandra Harrison

 







The Indiana Department of Transportaon , with funding from the Federal Highway Administra. on, proposes to
proceed with Sec on 6 of the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies (Des. No. 0300382; DHPA No.: 4615).

As part of Sec on 106 of the Na onal Historic Preservaon  Act, a Memorandum of Agreement and a transmiĀal
leĀer that responds to comments received on the dra  Memorandum of Agreement and the 800.11 Findings and
Determina ons have been prepared and are ready for review and comment by consuln g par es.

Please review this documentaon located in IN SCOPE at  (the
Des. No. is the most efficient search term, once in IN SCOPE), and respond with any comments that you may have.
If a hard copy of the materials is needed, please respond to this email with your request within seven (7) days.

Consul ng par es have fiĀeen (15) calendar days from receipt of this informa on to review and provide
comment.  Tribal contacts may contact Shaun Miller at or  or Michelle Allen
at FHWA at or .



Thank you in advance for your input,

) 232-5215
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Memorandum of Agreement: I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Section 6 
DES. NO.: 0300382 
October 27, 2017 

the Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA”) is proposing to construct Section 6, beginning 
on State Road (“SR”) 37 south of SR 39 in Martinsville, Indiana, centering on and continuing in a 
northeasterly direction along current SR 37 to I-465 in Indianapolis, Indiana (“Section 6 Project”), of the 
Interstate 69 (“I-69”) Evansville to Indianapolis Project, which is located in Washington, Clay, Madison, 
Green, and Harrison Townships of Morgan County, Indiana; White River Township of Johnson County, 
Indiana; and in Decatur and Perry Townships of Marion County, Indiana; and

 FHWA, in cooperation with the Indiana Department of Transportation (“INDOT”), has 
conducted a two-tiered study for the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project; and  

 the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project has been divided into six sections for the Tier 2 
Study; and  

 each Tier 2 section, as defined in the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project Tier 1 
Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”), is considered a separate undertaking for purposes of 
consultation; and  

 the Section 6 Project provides for a divided interstate highway using the preferred alignment 
identified as the Refined Preferred Alternative which is composed of features of alternatives C1, C2, C3, 
and C4 as described in the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project Tier 2 Draft EIS, and in Attachment A, 
Project Description; and  

 FHWA, in consultation with the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer (“Indiana SHPO”), 
has defined the Section 6 Project’s area of potential effects (“APE”), as defined in 36 C.F.R § 800.16(d) 
(2017), for aboveground resources to generally be not less than 4,000 feet wide and centered on existing 
SR 37 (a four-lane divided highway), identified as the Tier 1 Alternative 3C, and not less than 2,000 feet 
wide along I-465 (see Attachment B); and  

 FHWA, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, has defined the Section 6 Project APE for 
archaeological resources, as the term defined in 36 C.F.R. § 800.16(d) (2017), as the area within the right 
of way for the Section 6 Refined Preferred Alternative as described in Attachment A; and  

 the East Washington Street Historic District and Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1 are listed 
in the National Register of Historic Places (“NRHP”); and 

 FHWA, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, has determined, pursuant to 36 C.F.R. § 
800.4(c) (2017), that the Morgan County Bridge 224 (National Bridge Inventory [“NBI”] No. 5500142), Top 
Notch Farm, W.E. Nutter House, Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries, Reuben Aldrich Farm, Morgan 
County Bridge No. 166 (NBI No. 5500153), Travis Hill Historic District, John Sutton House, Marion County 
Bridge No. 4513 F (NBI No. 4900484), Cleary-Barnett House, Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House, 
Glennwood Homes Association Historic District, Le Ciel (Charles Laughner House), and Southside 
German Market Gardeners Historic District are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP; and  

 FHWA, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, has found that the Morgan County Bridge  
224 (NBI No. 5500142), Top Notch Farm, East Washington Street Historic District, W.E. Nutter House, 
Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries, Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1, Reuben Aldrich Farm, Morgan 
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County Bridge No. 166 (NBI No. 5500153), Travis Hill Historic District, John Sutton House, Marion County 
Bridge No. 4513 F (NBI No. 4900484), Cleary-Barnett House, Glenn’s Valley Nature Park Retreat House, 
Glennwood Homes Association Historic District, Le Ciel (Charles Laughner House), and Southside 
German Market Gardeners Historic District are within the Section 6 Project’s APE; and 

 in accordance with 36 C.F.R. § 800.4, FHWA and the Indiana SHPO, has determined that 
the identification and evaluation of archaeological properties, within portions of the archaeological APE of 
the Refined Preferred Alternative remains to be completed; and  

 in accordance with 36 C.F.R. § 800.4(b)(2), FHWA and the Indiana SHPO have agreed to 
use of a phased process to complete the identification and evaluation of archaeological properties that 
may be affected by the undertaking; and 

 the FHWA, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, has determined pursuant to 36 C.F.R. 
Section 800.5(a) that the Section 6 Project will have an adverse effect on the Reuben Aldrich Farm and 
the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District; and 

 the FHWA has consulted with the Indiana SHPO in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. § 306108) and its implementing regulations (36 C.F.R. 
Section 800) to resolve the adverse effect on the Reuben Aldrich Farm and the Southside German 
Market Gardeners Historic District; and 

 the public was given an opportunity to comment on the undertaking’s adverse effect in a 
notice published on March 21, March 28, and April 4, 2017, in the Daily Journal (Johnson County), the 
Indianapolis Star (Marion County), and the Martinsville Reporter (Morgan County); and 

 FHWA has notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (“Council”) of the adverse 
effect and invited the Council’s participation in the project, pursuant to 36 C.F.R. § 800.6(a)(1) (2017), in a 
notification dated March 20, 2017, and notified the Council of an objection to certain individual effect 
findings in a letter dated July 26, 2017, and   

 the Council has declined to participate in consultation in a letter dated April 6, 2017 and the 
Council concurred that FHWA correctly applied the Criteria of Adverse effect on individual properties in a 
letter dated August 17, 2017; and 

 INDOT is responsible for assisting FHWA to carry out the requirements of this Memorandum 
of Agreement (“MOA”), has participated in consultation, and has been invited by FHWA to be a signatory 
to this MOA; and  

the Delaware Nation of Oklahoma, Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma; Prairie Band 
Potawatomi Nation; Shawnee Tribe; Miami Tribe of Oklahoma; United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee 
Indians; Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma; Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma; Red Cliff Band of 
Lake Superior Chippewas; Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians, Michigan; Chippewa 
Cree; Saginaw Chippewa Tribe of Michigan were invited to participate in consultation; and

the Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma; Miami Tribe of Oklahoma; United Keetoowah Band 
of Cherokee Indians; and Chippewa Cree have participated in consultation; and

Consulting Parties have participated in consultation as identified in Attachment C; and

 FHWA has consulted with the Indiana SHPO in accordance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. 306108) and its implementing regulations (36 C.F.R. part 800) 
concerning the scope of work as presented in the materials and plans dated: June 14, 2004; June 29, 
2004; August 13, 2005; August 15, 2005; October 24, 2005; August 24, 2006; June 25, 2008; February 5, 
2015; April 27, 2015; July 31, 2016; April 27, 2015; June 30, 2015; October 15, 2015; November 19, 
2015; January 4, 2016; March 14, 2016; April 21, 2016; June 15, 2016; August 2, 2016; and August 29, 
2016; October 28, 2016; March 17, 2017; July 7, 2017; and agreed to proceed with the project as 
proposed and as reflected in Indiana SHPO correspondence dated  June 25, 2004, September 7, 2005; 
November 21, 2005; December 21, 2006; July 25, 2008; March 10, 2015; May 15, 2015; May 19, 2015; 
May 26, 2015; July 30, 2015; November 4, 2015; December 21, 2015; February 4, 2016; April 14, 2016; 
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May 11, 2016; June 1, 2016; July 14, 2016; August 26, 2016; September 1, 2016; November 28, 2016; 
April 13, 2017; May 5, 2017; June 19, 2017; and August 7, 2017.  

 FHWA, and the Indiana SHPO agree that upon FHWA's approval of the Section 6 
Project, FHWA shall ensure that the following stipulations are implemented in order to take into account 
the effect of the Section 6 Project on historic properties.

FHWA shall ensure that the following measures are carried out: 

In consultation with the Indiana SHPO, INDOT shall ensure that all work performed pursuant to 
this MOA is performed or supervised by a qualified individual and/or team(s) that meet the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards as outlined in Appendix A to 36 
CFR 61 for history, archaeology, architectural history, architecture, and/or historic architecture, as 
appropriate. 

The individual and/or team(s) performing or supervising the archaeology investigations shall 
have supervisory experience in the prehistoric and historic archaeology of the southeastern 
Indiana region. All work performed or supervised by such person or persons shall be conducted 
pursuant the provisions of Indiana Code 14-21-1, 312 Indiana Administrative Code 22, and the 
most current versions of the “Guidebook for Indiana Historic Sites and Structures Inventory-
Archaeological Sites” and the INDOT Cultural Resources Manual.

FHWA and INDOT shall ensure Context Sensitive Design is implemented in the following 
manner. The execution of this stipulation is considered to satisfy, for the Section 6 Project, the 
commitment in Stipulation II.A.4. of the 2003 “I-69 Tier 1 Memorandum of Agreement Between 
the Federal Highway Administration and the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding 
the Selection of a Corridor for I-69, From Evansville to Indianapolis, Indiana” (“Tier 1 MOA”). 

  INDOT and/or its representatives shall consult with the property owner of the Reuben 
Aldrich Farm and, if appropriate and given consent by the property owner, will fund and install 
vegetative screening on this property. If the property owner provides consent for the 
vegetative screen, the property owner will provide INDOT and/or its contractors with right of 
entry to the property during mitigation implementation and subsequent monitoring. After the 
installation of the vegetative screening, maintenance of such screening on private property 
will be the responsibility the property owner of the Reuben Aldrich Farm. 

  As soon as practical, FHWA will convene an Advisory Team to consider the treatment of 
the side slopes along I-465 within the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District 
and the bridge carrying I-465 over Bluff Road within the Southside German Market 
Gardeners Historic District. Responsibilities of and participation of the Advisory Team include 
the following:  

At the discretion of FHWA, the following may be invited to participate on the Advisory 
Team: individuals having a geographic connection to, or an interest in, the Southside 
German Market Gardeners Historic District or individuals with an expertise pertaining to 
historic preservation. Representatives from INDOT or the Indiana SHPO may participate 
in Advisory Team meetings at their discretion. 

FHWA will convene no less than two meetings of the Advisory Team: one meeting 
shall occur at the thirty (30) percent design phase and one meeting shall occur at the 
sixty (60) percent design phase. The Advisory Team shall review plans, comment, and 
make specific recommendations regarding the Project design, scopes of work, and 
details for consideration by FHWA. The Advisory Team will be chaired or overseen by a 
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representative from INDOT or by a consultant. The chair will be responsible for 
convening meetings of the Advisory Team, preparing and maintaining a summary of 
meetings, and preparing and submitting Advisory Team recommendations to FHWA for 
consideration, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO.  

The Advisory Team will function in an advisory capacity to assist INDOT in 
developing certain Section 6 Project design details within the Southside German Market 
Gardeners Historic District, limited to aesthetic treatments, such as the use and type of 
vegetative screening and/or stamped or textured bridge walls. 

INDOT and/or its consultants will provide any materials needed for review by the 
Advisory Team at least fifteen (15) days before scheduled meetings. In addition to 
comments voiced in meetings, Advisory Team members may provide written comments 
to the chair within fifteen (15) days following the scheduled meeting. Meeting summaries 
will be distributed to all attendees, FHWA, and INDOT following each meeting.  

Based on the comments provided by the Advisory Team members, the chair will 
develop recommendations and submit them to FHWA for consideration and action. 

INDOT and/or its consultant shall be responsible for providing final design plans, or 
one hundred (100) percent design, provided to members of the Advisory Team and the 
Indiana SHPO for their records.  

FHWA shall have the authority for final approval of actions recommended by the 
Advisory Team regarding the implementation of measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
effects to the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District. 

FHWA and INDOT shall ensure Education and Interpretation are implemented in the following 
manner. The execution of this stipulation shall be considered to satisfy, for the Section 6 Project, 
the commitment in Stipulations II.C.2 and II.C.3. of the Tier 1 MOA.  

INDOT shall fund the manufacture and the installation of interpretive signage within the 
boundaries of the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District or at a public space 
with a connection to the District. The interpretative signage shall provide information about 
the history of these resources in Section 6 of the Tier 2 Study. The design and graphic 
content of the interpretative signage may focus on German Ethnic Heritage in Indianapolis 
and/or Market Gardening in Indianapolis. The proposed design and content (text and 
illustrations) of the interpretive signage will be prepared by a qualified professional historian 
and shall be submitted to the Advisory Team at thirty (30) and sixty (60) percent completion 
for review and comment. If the Advisory Team does not respond within thirty (30) days, 
acceptance will be assumed. If the Advisory Team responds with recommendations, a good 
faith effort to accommodate the recommendations will be made. Content, graphic design, and 
final design plans for the interpretative signage will be provided to Advisory Team for their 
records.  

INDOT shall fund the preparation a NRHP nomination application, if given consent by the 
majority of property owners within the Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District. 
This NRHP nomination application will serve as an educational component to disseminate 
information about the history of the District. The NRHP nomination application shall be made 
available as a paper copy at selected repositories in Marion County and in an electronic 
format on selected websites including but not limited to those of the NRHP (National Park 
Service [“NPS”]), INDOT, and the Indiana State Architectural and Archaeological Research 
Database (“SHAARD”) of the Indiana Department of Natural Resources/Division of Historic 
Preservation and Archaeology (“IDNR/DHPA”).

FHWA and INDOT shall ensure that the NRHP nomination application is completed. If the 
NRHP nomination application preparation is not undertaken directly by INDOT, INDOT shall 



 

Memorandum of Agreement: I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Section 6 
DES. NO.: 0300382 
October 27, 2017 

provide funding to a consultant for activities performed in preparation of the application. 
INDOT and/or its consultant shall prepare and submit the first draft of the application to the 
Indiana SHPO within two years of the project's construction letting.  

The qualified professional shall contact the National Register Survey and Registration 
staff at the IDNR/DHPA/Indiana SHPO prior to beginning work on the NRHP nomination 
application to discuss the National Register process and expectations for completion of 
the application and to verify the NRHP eligibility and boundaries of the property. 

Prior to preparing the NRHP nomination application to the Indiana SHPO, INDOT 
shall publicize and hold a public meeting for the purpose of informing property owners 
and residents of the proposed district and other interested persons about the National 
Register and application process. 

Photographs of the district that are required to be included in the NRHP nomination 
application shall be taken by the qualified professional preceding the submission of the 
application to the Indiana SHPO, and all such photographs shall be taken either before 
the commencement of construction of this project or after the completion of this project. 

INDOT and/or its consultant shall be responsible for revising the NRHP nomination 
application to address revisions requested by IDNR/DHPA, the Indiana Historic 
Preservation Review Board, and/or the NPS. 

INDOT's obligation to prepare the NRHP nomination application shall be considered 
satisfied when the Indiana SHPO notifies INDOT and/or its consultant that the application 
is complete and has been accepted by the NPS. 

INDOT shall fund the preparation of the NRHP nomination application for the Reuben 
Aldrich Farm, if the property owner gives permission for the preparation of the application. 
This NRHP nomination application will provide a means to disseminate information about the 
history of agriculture. The NRHP nomination application shall be made available as a paper 
copy at selected repositories in Morgan County and in an electronic format on selected 
websites including but not limited to those of the NRHP (NPS), INDOT, and SHAARD  

FHWA and INDOT shall ensure that the NRHP nomination application for the Aldrich 
Farm is completed. If the nomination application preparation is not undertaken directly by 
INDOT, INDOT shall provide funding to a consultant for activities performed in preparation of 
the application. INDOT or its consultant shall prepare and submit the application to the 
Indiana SHPO within two years of the project's construction letting. 

The qualified professional shall contact the Survey and Registration staff at the 
IDNR/DHPA prior to beginning work on the NRHP nomination application to discuss the 
National Register process and expectations for completion of the application and to verify 
the NRHP eligibility and boundaries of the property. 

Photographs of the property that are required to be included in the NRHP nomination 
application shall be taken by the qualified professional preceding the submission of the 
application to the IDNR/DHPA/Indiana SHPO, and all such photographs shall be taken 
prior to installation of vegetative screening, if the property owner has agreed to 
Stipulation II.A.1. 

INDOT and/or its consultant shall be responsible for revising the NRHP 
nomination application to address revisions requested by IDNR/DHPA, the Indiana 
Historic Preservation Review Board, and/or the NPS. 
 

INDOT's obligation to prepare the NRHP nomination application shall be considered 
satisfied when the Indiana SHPO notifies INDOT and/or its consultant that the application 
is complete and has been accepted by the NPS. 
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 INDOT shall fund the manufacture and the installation of a commemorative plaque for 
the Reuben Aldrich Farm upon acceptance of the Reuben Aldrich Farm for listing in the 
NRHP, if the property owner provides permission for the installation and for access to the 
property. The plaque will state that the Reuben Aldrich Farm is listed in the NRHP and will be 
affixed to one of the buildings that contribute to the significance of the property. INDOT’s 
obligation to manufacture and install the plaque should be completed within one year of the 
property’s listing in the NRHP.  

If the Section 6 Project is modified after a finding of effect has been issued and this MOA has 
been executed, then FHWA shall review the Section 6 Project modifications and proceed by 
complying with II.C.1. and, if appropriate, II.C.2. References to FHWA also apply to INDOT, 
wherever INDOT is authorized to act on FHWA’s behalf. 

FHWA shall determine whether any modifications have the potential to cause adverse 
effects on aboveground resources, if any are found to exist within the area in which the 
modifications may cause effects. 

If FHWA determines that the project modifications do not have the potential to cause 
adverse effects on aboveground resources, then FHWA or INDOT shall document that 
determination in its records, and no further review or consultation with respect to those 
modifications’ effects on aboveground properties is required for purposes of this MOA. 

If FHWA determines that the project modifications have the potential to adversely 
affect aboveground resources, then FHWA or INDOT shall proceed to review the 
modifications in accordance with Stipulation II.C.2. 

Prior to determining whether the project modifications have the potential to adversely 
affect aboveground resources, FHWA may submit, for the Indiana SHPO’s files, copies of 
reports generated as a result of modifications or may request the opinion of the Indiana 
SHPO about identification, evaluation, effects assessment or avoidance, minimization or 
mitigation, or about any other issue under federal or state preservation or archaeological 
law pertaining to the project, provided that such a request for an opinion is not substituted 
for formal consultation under Stipulation II.C.2. The Indiana SHPO shall have thirty (30) 
days to respond to such a request. 

If FHWA determines that project Modifications have the potential to cause adverse 
effects on aboveground resources, then FHWA shall re-open the Section 106 consultation 
process in accordance with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations that are in effect on the date 
upon which this MOA has been signed by the last of all required and invited signatories. 

The re-opened consultation shall occur with regard only to: 
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(i) Adverse effects assessment, or avoidance, minimization or mitigation of adverse 
effects related to the project modifications, for previously-evaluated aboveground 
properties within the APE, or 

(ii) Identification, evaluation, adverse effects assessment, or avoidance, 
minimization or mitigation of adverse effects related to the project modifications, for 
aboveground properties, within the area added to the APE, as a result of the 
expansion of the APE. 

(iii)  Except that if Stipulation III.B. also requires re-opening the Section 106 process 
for identification, evaluation, or adverse effects assessment or for avoidance, 
minimization, or mitigation of adverse effects, then any such activities pertaining to 
archaeological resources also shall be included in the consultation. 

FHWA shall consult with the consulting parties listed in Attachment C and other 
parties, as appropriate, except to the extent that the public disclosure of information 
about resources is withheld or limited under Stipulation III.A.3. 

FHWA shall issue a new finding, supported either by revised documentation or by an 
update to the documentation, regardless of whether additional, or different kinds of, 
adverse effects have been found to result from the Modifications of the project. 

The studies completed pursuant to Stipulation III.E. shall demonstrate a level of effort 
consistent with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect on the date upon which the last of 
the required signatories has signed this MOA and provide FHWA with the information to 
determine, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, which archaeological properties are 
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. FHWA shall acknowledge and seek the special expertise of 
any federally recognized Indian Tribes which have previously entered into consultation in 
assessing the eligibility of historic properties and/or that may possess religious and cultural 
significance to them. 

In implementing Stipulation III.A through III.F., INDOT may consult with the consulting 
parties listed in Attachment C and others identified in accordance with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 
regulations in effect on the date upon which this MOA is fully executed. 

In accordance with Section 304 of the NHPA and the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in 
effect on the date upon which this MOA is fully executed INDOT and its consultants, shall 
ensure that sensitive information regarding the nature and location of human remains and 
grave goods, and the location, character, and ownership of archaeological sites is kept 
confidential from the public. 

In ensuring that any human remains and grave goods identified are treated in a sensitive, 
respectful, and careful manner, INDOT shall be guided by the Council’s “Policy Statement 
Regarding Treatment of Human Remains and Grave Goods” (February 23, 2007) and the 
Native American Graves Protections and Repatriation Act (“NAGPRA”) regulations set forth 
in 43 C.F.R. part 10, and other guidelines as appropriate. 

If any human remains are encountered during the project, work shall cease in the 
immediate area and the human remains left undisturbed. INDOT shall contact the county 
coroner and law enforcement officials immediately, and the discovery must be reported to the 
Indiana SHPO within two (2) business days. The discovery must be treated in accordance 
with Indiana Code 14-21-1 and 312 Indiana Administrative Code 22. Work at this site shall 
not resume until a plan for the treatment of the human remains is developed and approved in 
consultation with the Indiana SHPO, the INDOT Cultural Resources Office, and any 
appropriate consulting parties. 
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Modifications to the Section 6 Project which fall outside of the archaeological APE and 
which have not been previously surveyed shall be subject to archaeological identification, 
evaluation and assessment per Stipulations III.B - III.C. If FHWA determines that the 
modifications have the potential to cause adverse effects on archaeological resources, then 
FHWA shall re-open the Section 106 process in accordance with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 
regulations in effect at that time. 

Any dispute regarding the report(s) shall be resolved in accordance with Stipulations 
IV.A. 

Upon completion of work, FHWA shall provide copies of final reports to the Indiana SHPO, 
INDOT, and federally recognized Indian Tribes when appropriate, and afford them thirty (30) 
days to review and submit comments on the reports. FHWA shall respond to all comments 
received. 

  Before commencing ground-disturbing activities in the Section 6 Project archaeological 
APE for the Refined Preferred Alternative (as identified on the Attachment B map dated 
August 31, 2017), INDOT and/or its consultants shall complete the identification and 
evaluation of archaeological resources for inclusion in the NRHP in any of these areas of 
ground disturbance in accordance with applicable Federal and State standards and 
guidelines listed in Stipulation III.A. 

 INDOT and/or its consultants shall investigate any additional locations where ground-
disturbing activities are proposed or where they may occur within temporary easements and 
permanent right of way. 

  INDOT and/or its consultants shall prepare and distribute a final Identification and 
Evaluation report in accordance with Stipulations I and III.A. 

  Upon completion of the evaluation, INDOT and/or its consultants shall follow the 
procedures set forth in the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect on the date upon which 
this MOA is fully executed which shall include updated documentation described in those 
regulations, if it is determined that no historic properties shall be affected. 

If FHWA and the Indiana SHPO agree that any archaeological resources identified are 
not NRHP eligible, then no further action is necessary under the terms of this MOA and 
FHWA’s responsibilities under Section 106 are fulfilled. 

If FHWA determines any of the NRHP criteria are met and the Indiana SHPO agrees, the 
archaeological resource shall be considered eligible for the NRHP and treated in accordance 
with the Stipulations III.C - III.F. 

If FHWA and the Indiana SHPO do not agree on NRHP eligibility, FHWA shall follow the 
procedures identified in accordance with Stipulation IV.A.

In consultation with the Indiana SHPO, federally recognized Indian Tribes that may 
ascribe traditional cultural and religious significance to affected properties, and other parties 
whom FHWA deems appropriate, FHWA shall determine if the Section 6 Project shall 
adversely affect archeological properties determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP 
pursuant to the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect on the date upon which this MOA is 
fully executed.

If, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, federally recognized Indian Tribes that may 
ascribe traditional cultural and religious significance to affected properties, and other parties 
whom FHWA deems appropriate, FHWA determines the Project may adversely affect NRHP-
eligible archeological properties, then FHWA shall make reasonable efforts to avoid or 
minimize the adverse effect. If, after this consultation, FHWA determines it is not possible to 
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avoid or minimize adverse effects, then FHWA shall treat the archaeological resource in 
accordance with Stipulation III.F. of the MOA.

Any dispute regarding the determination of effects on NRHP-eligible archaeological 
properties shall be resolved in accordance with applicable Federal and State standards and 
guidelines listed in Stipulation IV.A.

Consultation with the Indiana SHPO determined that there is insufficient information 
regarding archaeological sites 12-Mg-0564, 12-Mg-0565, 12-Mg-0566, 12-Mg-0567, and 12-
Mg-0568 to determine whether they are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. These sites must 
be avoided or subjected to further archaeological investigations. If avoidance is not feasible, 
a plan for evaluative testing will be submitted to the Indiana SHPO for review and comment. 

Additionally, consultation with the Indiana SHPO revealed that there is insufficient 
information regarding archaeological sites 12-Mg-0052, 12-Mg-0334, 12-Mg-0561, 12-Mg-
0571, 12-Jo-0010, 12-Jo-0017, 12-Jo-0042, 12-Jo-0044, 12-Jo-0062, 12-Jo-0489, 12-Ma-
0052, 12-Ma-0170, 12-Ma-0171, 12-Ma-0174, 12-Ma-0175, and 12-Ma-0241 to determine 
whether they are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. However, portions of these sites within 
the Section 6 Project APE do not appear to contain significant archaeological deposits; and, 
therefore, no further archaeological investigations are necessary in those portions of the 
sites. The portions of the sites located outside the Section 6 Project APE will be clearly 
marked prior to ground disturbing activities so that they are avoided by all project activities. If 
avoidance is not feasible, a plan for further archaeological investigations will be submitted to 
the Indiana SHPO for review and comment.

Similarly, consultation with the Indiana SHPO revealed that there is insufficient 
information regarding archaeological site 12-Mg-0525 to determine whether it is eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. This site must be avoided by project activities or if it cannot be 
avoided subjected to additional investigation to make an eligibility determination. Site 12-Mg-
0525 lies outside the Section 6 Project APE and will be avoided by all project related ground 
disturbance. 

Also in consultation with Indiana SHPO, it has been determined that an Alluvial 
Floodplain Area near Indian Creek, an Alluvial Floodplain Area (three loci) near Crooked 
Creek, and an Alluvial Floodplain Area near Honey Creek in the White River valley have the 
potential for buried cultural deposits and should be avoided by project activities, or if they 
cannot be avoided, subjected to Phase Ic investigations as necessary to identify and evaluate 
potential buried archaeological sites. 

Where avoidance is not possible, all archaeological investigations shall be conducted 
according to applicable Federal and State standards and guidelines listed in Stipulations I 
and III.A.

To maximize the opportunity to avoid adverse effects, the required archaeological 
investigations shall be conducted as soon as practicable upon securing the appropriate rights 
to access property.

INDOT, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, and other parties deemed appropriate by 
INDOT, shall take reasonable measures to avoid disinterment and disturbance to human 
remains and grave goods of religious and cultural significance to Native Americans, including 
investigations associated with modifications of the Section 6 Project. 

 Upon completion of any additional investigations, FHWA shall complete the identification 
and evaluation of archaeological resources for inclusion in the NRHP in accordance with 
applicable Federal and State standards and guidelines in consultation with the Indiana SHPO 
and appropriate consulting parties and federally recognized Indian Tribes. 
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If FHWA, in consultation with the Indiana SHPO, federally recognized Indian Tribes that may 
ascribe traditional cultural and religious significance to affected properties, and other parties 
whom FHWA deems appropriate, determines that the adverse effect cannot be avoided or 
minimized, then FHWA shall develop and implement a Treatment Plan(s), as part of the above 
consultation, to mitigate the adverse effects to an archeological resource on a site-by-site basis. 
The implementation of the Treatment Plan(s) must be completed for each site prior to the 
initiation of any Project construction activities within a segment that could affect that site. 

Disagreement and misunderstanding about how this MOA is or is not being implemented shall be 
resolved in the following manner: 

If any signatory or concurring party to this MOA should object in writing to FHWA 
regarding any action carried out or proposed with respect to the Section 6 Project and 
implementation of this MOA, then FHWA shall consult with the objecting party to resolve this 
objection. If after such consultation FHWA determines that the objection cannot be resolved 
through consultation, then FHWA shall forward all documentation relevant to the objection to 
the Council, including FHWA's proposed response to the objection. Within forty-five (45) days 
after receipt of all pertinent documentation, the Council shall exercise one of the following 
options: 

 Provide FHWA with a staff-level recommendation, which FHWA shall take into account 
in reaching a final decision regarding its response to the objection; or 

Notify FHWA that the objection shall be referred for formal comment pursuant to the 
36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at that time, and proceed to refer the objection 
and comment. FHWA shall take into account the Council's comments in reaching a final 
decision regarding its response to the objection.

If comments or recommendations from the Council are provided in accordance with this 
stipulation, then FHWA shall take into account any Council comment or recommendations 
provided in accordance with this stipulation with reference only to the subject of the objection. 
FHWA's responsibility to carry out all actions under the MOA that are not the subject(s) of the 
objection shall remain unchanged.

In the event that one or more historic properties—other than the Morgan County Bridge  224 (NBI 
No. 5500142), Top Notch Farm, East Washington Street Historic District, W.E. Nutter House, 
Pearcy Farm and Clear Creek Fisheries, Grassyfork Fisheries Farm No. 1, Reuben Aldrich Farm, 
Morgan County Bridge No. 166 (NBI No. 5500153), Travis Hill Historic District, John Sutton 
House, Marion County Bridge No. 4513 F (NBI No.4900484), Cleary-Barnett House, Glenn’s 
Valley Nature Park Retreat House, Glennwood Homes Association Historic District, Le Ciel 
(Charles Laughner House), and Southside German Market Gardeners Historic District, or the 
archaeological sites (12-Mg-0525, 12-Mg-0556, 12-Mg-0052, and the Alluvial Floodplain Area 
south of Martinsville) discussed in Stipulation I.D.1. through I.D.3—are discovered or that 
unanticipated effects on historic properties are found during the implementation of this MOA, 
FHWA shall follow the procedure specified in the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at that 
time, as well as Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and Indiana Code 14-21-1-29, by stopping work in the 
immediate area and informing the Indiana SHPO and the INDOT Cultural Resources Office of 
such unanticipated discoveries or effects within two (2) business days. Any necessary 
archaeological investigations shall be conducted according to the provisions of Indiana Code 14-
21-1, 312 Indiana Administrative Code 22, and the most current versions of the “Guidebook for 
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Indiana Historic Sites and Structures Inventory—Archaeological Sites” and the INDOT Cultural 
Resources Manual. 

Any signatory to this MOA may request that it be amended, whereupon the parties shall consult 
to consider the proposed amendment. The 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at the time of 
the amendment shall govern the execution of any such amendment. 

If the terms of this MOA have not been implemented by December 31, 2032, then this MOA shall 
be considered null and void. In such an event, FHWA shall so notify the parties to this MOA and, 
if it chooses to continue with the Section 6 Project, then it shall reinitiate review of the Section 6 
Project in accordance with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at that time.

Any signatory to the MOA may terminate it by providing thirty (30) days’ notice to the 
other parties, provided that the parties shall consult during the period prior to termination to 
seek agreement on amendments or other actions that would avoid termination. In the event 
of termination, FHWA shall comply with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at the 
time that the MOA is terminated regarding the review of the Section 6 Project.

In the event that FHWA does not carry out the terms of this MOA, then FHWA shall 
comply with the 36 C.F.R. part 800 regulations in effect at the time that the MOA is 
terminated, with regard to the review of the Section 6 Project. 

 
The execution of this MOA and its implementation is evidence that FHWA has afforded the Council an 
opportunity to comment on the Section 6 Project and its effect on historic properties and that FHWA has 
taken into account the effects of the Section 6 Project on historic properties. 
 

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

INDIANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
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The project is the construction of Section 6 of Interstate 69 (I-69) Evansville to Indianapolis. The Section 6 
corridor is located along the State Road (SR) 37 and covers a distance of approximately twenty-six miles 
through Morgan, Johnson, and Marion Counties before terminating at I-465 in Indianapolis, Indiana. The 
project also proposes to improve I-465 from approximately Mann Road to United States (US) 31. The I-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis project, which is approximately 142 miles in length, is a component of the 
congressionally designated national I-69 corridor extending more than 2,100 miles from the Canadian 
border to the Mexican border.  

The project area for the SR 37 alternatives of Section 6 is comprised of rural and urban/suburban 
environments. Those portions of Martinsville and Indianapolis contained within Section 6 are 
characterized as being predominately clustered modern suburban residential developments along major 
roads with retail, commercial, and industrial nodes at major intersections and along SR 37. The area 
becomes more commercial and industrial near Martinsville and Indianapolis. Rural areas of the SR 37 
alternatives for Section 6 are characterized by a scattering of commercial and retail businesses along SR 
37, with a mix of agricultural land occupied by small farms, modern houses and modern residential 
developments, and forested land. 

The Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis project concluded 
in March 2004. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) selected a corridor— Alternative 3C—in its 
Record of Decision (ROD) and divided the corridor into six Tier 2 sections for detailed study. Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended (54 U.S.C. 306108), mandates 
federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings—i.e., projects wholly or partially 
funded, permitted, or licensed by a Federal agency—on historic properties. FHWA has allocated federal 
funds to the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) to use for the Tier 2 Studies of the I-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis Project. 

On April 29, 2004, FHWA issued a Notice of Intent (NOI) for Section 6 of I-69. In 2006, environmental 
efforts in I-69 Section 6 were minimized to include only critical management and public outreach activities 
while other sections of the I-69 undertaking were being completed. On October 15, 2014, FHWA 
published a revised NOI in the Federal Register to advise the public and resource agencies that Tier 2 
studies in I-69 Section 6 were resuming. The revised NOI indicated that the range of alternatives may 
include alternatives outside of the corridor selected in the Tier 1 ROD. All alternatives evaluated connect 
Section 5 of I-69 in Martinsville with I-465 in Indianapolis. On March 29, 2016, INDOT and FHWA 
announced that Section 6 would follow the SR 37 corridor.  

The Section 6 Refined Preferred Alternative is comprised of various features of Alternatives C1, C2, C3, 
and C4, as presented during consultation.
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 Federal Highway Administration 

 Indiana Department of Transportation 

 Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer 

 Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma 

 Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 

 United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians 

 Chippewa Cree 

 Indiana Landmarks

 Morgan County Historic Preservation 
Society & Martinsville Plan Commission

 Pauline Spiegel 

 Historic SPANs Taskforce

 Indianapolis Historic Preservation 
Commission

 Dr. James Cooper

 Morgan County Commissioner

 City of Martinsville

 Johnson County Historian

 Debra Underwood

 Larry and Loretta Hess

 Brehob Nursery Inc.

 Mapa Properties LLC

 Peaper & Proctor Real Estate LLC

 Erelyn Novicki Trust and Trustee

 John W. Demaree, Summit Realty 
Group

 Scott Greenhouse LLC

 Julie and Ryan Gettum

 Anne Bilodeau

 Melvin J. Crichton

 Henry and Mary Scheid

 Jeffery and Beth Line

 Todd Bylsma and Beth Dillman

 Charles F. Laughner

 Jerry L. Barnett

 City of Indianapolis Department of 
Public Works

 Lonnie and Marcia Smith

 Rick Underwood

 Ozark Fisheries

 M. Duane and C. Dean Leonard

 Ginger Fitzpatrick

 John and Sandra Harrison

 


	Appendix M-4

